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M&lt;KK fully than any other of Plato s dialogues the 
T/&gt;i&lt;ttit* shows how Plato seeks to brin^ the 
onlinary mind to a knowledge of its own limitations. 
It has, therefore, in the hands of a sympathetic 
teacher, special value for the one who is about t- 
embark on the study of philosophy. With the able 
translations of .lowett. Kennedy, and Paley in exis 
tence, it is impossible to regard the present translation 
a-s meeting a need; but it at least makes more useful 
the accompanying Introduction. Wherever, in the 
course of the dialogue, occur philosophical terms or 
phrases, the translator has supplied in brackets the 
original (Jreek, and in translating these terms has 
particularly sought to avoid any allusion to modern 
metaphysics. 

The Introduction has a twofold object It seeks to 
_ ive Plato s portrait, account and criticism of Prota- 
^jora.s and his followers, and at the same time it serves 
as an outline of on.- lar^ 1 and important section of 
Plato s own philosophy. Indeed, owin^ to Plato s 
peculiar method, if it succeeds in tin- first it does tin- 
second also. In the closing pa^es of the Introduction 
reference is made to the final form of Plato* thojijjht, 
with the view of indicating how far it was moulded 
by his loiiij and arduous encounter with Sophistry. 



vi PREFACE. 

In preparing tin s little work the translator lias 
always had before him Jowett s monumental transla 
tion of the dialogues, and has frequently made use of 
it without special acknowledgement. Professor Camp 
bell s sound and scholarly books, The Theaetetus uf 
Plato and T/tc Sophistes and Politicks of Plato have 
been of great service. 

Aristotle s treatment of the topics discussed in the 
Introduction has been found uniformly to repay the 
closest study. 

S. W. DYDE. 

tiept. 1"), 18J)9. 
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I LATo S STVLK AND MKTIInD. 

I. Plato s Style. The Dialogue. As no philo 
sopher 1 iff ore Plato, and no philosopher since his dav, 
has consistently chosen the dialogue as a vehicle of ex 
pression, it is natural to look for an explanation of this 
peculiarity in the ^eneral hahits of the aje. The remark 
ot Montaigne, " A "//N w siniuiu sjfnimix ctirz tn&gt;us" " We 
an- never at home" (E**tts, chap, iii.), applied liy the 
essayist to humanity at larjje, may with a change of 
meaning he taken to describe the ordinary social life 
of Athens. The street, the forum, the gymnasium 
were frequented by men 1 ; the women were indoors. 
When Aristotle says that the characteristic of |&gt;erfrct 
love or friendship (&lt;^&gt;&lt;X/a) is equality (tarorrfi), meaning 
by equality an intimacy between men of equal and 
lofty intellectual and social attainments, and that Un 
friendship of brothers, when of a noble kind, comes to 
resemble the friendship of comrades (Kthim, vm. 7, 0, 
and vm. 14), he is interpreting tin? prevailing (I reek 

1 " For the man, whm t home they fr-t hin oii), 

(;.. forth, aii l hlayn hin loathing In-Art * ilu^uvt, 
Unto a friemi or w mate turning him." 

s. .I/.. /.M (Way i translation. V,.|. I., p. 71, 11. JU . . 
A 
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sentiment. A glance at the scene of any of Plato s 
dialogues is enough to show how small a part was 
played by the " home " in the daily life of Athens. 
The wits of the city drew together in some public 
resort for the discussion of affairs or for an intellectual 
combat, just as regularly and frequently as the youths 
took their exercise and bath. 

Under such circumstances it would be a matter of 
surprise if conversation had not developed unusual 
keenness of edge ; it would be equally surprising if the 
substance of the conversation were not of a high order. 
Trivialities, commonplaces, scandal there were, no doubt, 
but the staple subject, amongst the nobler spirits at 
least, would be some public event or broad question of 
the hour. It was natural that Hato, growing up in 
this atmosphere, should have found the dialogue to be 
the most adequate instrument for the presentation of 
his theories, and have become a master of prose style. 

Xot the home only, but also the study plays an 
unimportant part in Greek life. 2 Even after Plato s 
time, when philosophy had become a separate training, 
and had assumed the form of continuous exposition, it 
was the debate of the school, which to some extent 
superseded the conversation of the gymnasium. Though 
the general, the statesman, the poet, in their distinctive 
capacities, disappear in the school, and all stand upon 
the level of " lovers of the sight of truth," ideas were 
still moulded largely through the oral interchange of 
opinions. Just as the ordinary philosophical treatise 
of to-day reflects the process by which the writer, in 
the solitude of his study, organizes his conceptions, so 

-It is thought to be worthy of special mention, for example, that 
Euripides collected a library. (Cf. Way s translation of Euripides, 
Vol. u. xii. ) 
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Plato in his earlier dialogues reflects the sparkling 
variety of the i/ymnasium ur market-place, aiul in the 
later dialogues the more uniform discussions of the 
incipient school/ 4 

That the talks of Socrates not only inspired Plato 
with a xcal for philosophy, hut suu .^ested to him the 
fitting vehicle for its expression, is not open to doubt; 
hut we still have to turn to the spirit and manners of 
tin- time in order to find out why the conversations of 
Socrates are his philosophy. 

Conversational the dialogues of Plato certainly are. 
but it would he a mistake to infer from this fact that 
they were mere reproductions of the conversations of 
the street. In two ways they dill er from ordinary 
intercourse: dn in their sulistance, and (/ ) in their 
form. ( /) Douhtless the conversation of the street 
was of an exceptionally hiu h quality in Athens at 
Plato s time. If we are to jud^ e from Aristophanes, 
however, the hrilliancy and acuteness of mind visihle 
in the usual street talk were limited to the objects and 
events of the hour, to the ureat war, for example, and 
the subsequent kaleidoscopic changes of government ; 
hut a consistent examination of a moral principle, such 
as justice or temperance, or the. consistent exploitation 
of such a theme as knowledge, was as complete a 
departure from the daily matter of Athenian gossip as 
the life of Socrates was an exception to the usual civic 
life. Th&lt;- dialogue of Plato is, therefore, in its sub 
stance not a mere reproduction of the casual ebb and 
flow of public opinion, but an idealization of it, pre 
serving and even refining its vivid nipping quality, 

3 " \Ve art- not in tin- niark t jiUco, or the- IIOUMJ of ( allia*. lint in 
the grove* of Academe " &lt;&lt; ampln-ll. Snfhintn nntl Politiru* of 
, Introduction to the &gt; o/AiW, p. xxi). 
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but always concerning itself with the real problems of 
existence. 

(/&gt;) In form the dialogue of Plato is more intimately 
connected with the conversation to be found in the 
Greek drama, than with that to be overheard in the 
market-place. Actual gatherings are more or less hap 
hazard in time, place and personages: but in the drama 
the conversation is carried on by characters, as they are 
called, persons who constitute a network and, by the in 
fluence of one upon another, bring to completion the 
thought embodied in the action. In Plato, too, the 
characters have each a necessary part, and are selected 
because, by playing this part, they assist in chiselling 
into shape the definition. In fact, Plato, with a mind 
steeped in the drama, and captivated by the wonderful 
possibilities revealed in the method of Socrates, was 
driven towards the dialogue irresistibly, and it is in his 
case no more an external vehicle of expression than the 
form of Aristotle or Hegel is external to the matter 
with which he deals. Plato himself clearly understood 
that the dialogue, unlike casual conversation, was a work 
of art. He compared the true discourse to a living 
creature having its own body, head and feet, with a 
beginning, middle and end, which must be agreeable 
to one another and to the whole (Phaedwis, 264). This 
remark Aristotle applies to tragedy (Poetics, 6. 1450&, 
27). 

The connection of the dialogue with dramatic pre 
sentation gives us an interesting view of the digressions, 
freely interspersed throughout the dialogues. These 
interludes afford the author an opportunity to discuss a 
theme in easy amplitude, a habit which, as we may 
suppose, was more characteristic of Plato than it was 
of Socrates. The actual Socrates disliked long speeches, 
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and kept strictly to the argument. "Challenge Soc 
rates to an argument," says Theodorus ; " Invite a 
horseman to the open plain" (Thfnctetus, IS-Sl)). But 
Plato, with a more assured command of the subject, 
permitted himself to digress. To many, such as 
Theodorus (Thcartctus, 177c), the digressions, which 
have no direct counterpart in ordinary conversation, 
wen- a relief from the strain of the argument, and in 
that respect, as well, also, as in their indirect connec 
tion with the main subject, resemble the chorus of 
(Ireek tragedy. 

L I Dramatic is the term, therefore, which describes in 
general the style of Plato, or, to use his own word, his 
method is that of dialectic. The term dialectic in its 
passage from current to philosophic use itself illustrates 
the difference between random converse and philosophic 
investigation. AmXf/c-rov, meaning at first merely a 
graver conversation and then a debate, discussion, argu 
ment or interchange of thought upon a definite topic, 
came to signify also the attainment of truth through 
the conflict of opinions and dispersion of inadequate 
conceptions. Further, it was used by Plato as the 
name of the science built up from the lower sciences 
gradually, its object being the systematic account of 
the supreme reality or the absolute good. Although 
the term thus obtained a strictly philosophic sense, its 
current meanings were not dropped, and a happy union 
of them all is required for an understanding of Plato s 
style. 

The following particulars will illustrate Plato s 
dramatic and dialectic style. 

(n) His delicate preservation of the general atmo 
sphere of the dialogue is a dramatic quality of great 
value. This quality is recognized at once not only in 
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the richly comic scenes of the Euthydemus* where 
Euthydemus and his brother are not counted worthy 
of serious treatment, and in the tragic surroundings of 
the Phacdo, which are in keeping with the discussion 
contained in it upon the immortality of the soul, but 
also in more subtle and unobtrusive references, of 
which the T/icarfrti/x furnishes a striking example. 
The closing sentences of the dialogue prove that the 
conversation, which it details, occurred during the 
trial of Socrates for heresy. This circumstance is in 
the course of the argument noticed so artlessly by 
three simple words, UTUJ) teat vvv? that Jowett thought 
it unnecessary to translate them. It is only in works 
of genius that so keen a perception is expressed with 
such simplicity and reserve. Again in the Symposium, 
at a banquet where Agathon and Aristophanes have; 
seats, the grave and the gay are skilfully combined. 
Indeed, Socrates, seated between the two poets, is made 
by Plato to drop the golden conception that "the genius 
of comedy was the same as that of tragedy" (Si/tn- 
posium, 2 2 }), words which justified Browning in put 
ting into the mouth of Balaustion the hope that 
Aristophanes "re-ordinating outworn rule" would have 

"Made Comedy and Tragedy combine, 
Prove some new Both-vet-neillier, all one hard, 
Euripides with Aristophanes 
Co-ope ran t." 

4 "As regards tone and form, the Enthydtimit might be described 
as the satirical farce, which accompanies the stately drama of the 
Protayoras" (Philosophical Lfrtuwx and Keniainn of Richard //r/n .s- 
Xt.Hlexliip, Vol. I., p. 2GS). 

"Often indeed, at other times .s ?/;// a.s noir, have I noticed how 
likely it is that those who spend much time in philosophic stud) 
will provoke laughter when they appear at court and make a 
speech" (The.nctetn.i, 17-r). 

Artsfophnni-* Ajw/oijy, 3440-3. 
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Hi-owning thinks that this union was brought about by 
" the appointed fellow horn thereto," namely, Shake 
speare : but that which Shakespeare carried out in the 
drama, Plato carried out in the Symposium, not only 
preserving with unsurpassed fineness of feeling the 
general tone of the picture, hut inventing, and at the 
samr time perfecting, a literary form of a highly com 
plex kind. 

Again, where in the region of satire is anything to 
l&gt;e found superior in delicacy and precision of thrust to 
the speech put by 1 lato into the mouth of Aristo 
phanes, when the poet is depicted as praising the good 
old times (j/fti/Ju#if/7H, I .J. l, 194) With astonishing 
reserve, Plato, by means of the speech of Socrates, 
hints a moment afterwards that Aristophanes in laud 
ing the /* ;///// .s ticf a m, has placed emphasis upon the 
wrong idt-a, and adds that nothing but what is good 
should be the object of love (Symposium, J0"&gt;). The 
dialogue, neither in its tragic, comic nor satiric form, 
is adscititious to Plato s thought. 

(l&gt;) A second feature of dramatic or artistic value in 
Plato is his furnishing incidentally a large mass of 
information concerning the private and public manners 
of the (Ireeks. From his works writers on antiquities 
have gathered facts concerning the domestic life of 
women, and their place in public esteem, tin- amuse 
ments and education of children, the condition of 
slaves, the various occupations of workmen, public 
amusements ami festivals, piivatc and public teachers, 
the distinction between arti/ans and soldiers, general 
social usages, the current jH&gt;pular estimate of pro 
minent citizens, and tin- place occupied in the feeling 
of the people by tin- heroes and writers of the past. 
All these and many more facts of domestic and public 
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life show how wide and direct was Plato s contact with 
the various activities of his age. These casual obser 
vations are quite different from his systematic philo 
sophic theories of social and domestic life and education, 
to which, of course, no reference is here made. The 
common charge that he refused to consider facts, 
and built speculative castles in the air, falls to the 
ground of itself before the array of facts and even 
figures concerning not only Athenian life but Greek 
life as a whole, which can be gathered merely by way 
of pastime from his profound attempt to justify the 
ways of God to man and the world. Observers of 
society nestle inside of Plato as easily as historians 
and antiquarians nestle inside of Sir Walter Scott. 

(c) Plato s perception of an individual s thought 
is so direct and penetrating that it includes even 
minute details of character and manners. The reader 
is interested at once in the beauty of Charmides as 
well as in his naive ideas of temperance, in the per 
sonal appearance of Theaetetus, in the bearing of 
Alcibiades, in the ])oric accent of Cebes, and so on. 
Plato, with the faculty of an artist, sees the thinker 
when he sees the thought, and presents thinker and 
thought as an indivisible whole. The most striking 
figure of the dialogue is, of course, Socrates, over whose 
character Plato lingers with a disciple s fondness, por 
traying his personal appearance, manner of dress, way 
of talking, quickness of hearing, physical endurance, 
habit of standing in silent debate oblivious to his 
surroundings, matchless power over wine, courage, 
penetration, and amazing love of discourse. A note 
worthy instance of his fineness of feeling occurs in 
the Thwfettts, when Socrates discovers that Theaetetus 
and himself have been unwarrantably using the very 
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terms, which they are seeking to detine. " A skilled 
disputant," Socrates then remarks, " would have 
warned us away from these expressions, and chidden 
me in particular for my manner of arguing " (10?A), 
a passage not easy to equal as an illustration of 
scrupulous regard for another s feelings. This artistic 
attention to the personality and atmosphere of the 
individual, is another element in Plato s greatness, 
the lack of which has often embittered philosophic 
controversy. 

(&lt;/) The dialogues of Plato are dramatic or dialectic 
in that they reproduce by means of characters the 
various elements or strata of thought composing the 
consciousness of Athens at this time. The characters 
arc not deprived of their value as individuals, but 
become representative individuals or types, in the 
sense that tlicir thought is heightened thought at 
large. This is another note of the great writer, whose 
characters belong to tin; whole age, or, rather, to man 
kind, while the creations of minor writers, depending for 
their force upon oddities of expression, or exaggerations 
of some single emotion, have, like Hep/ihah Pyncheon s 
chickens, an air of antiquity or unreality, as soon as 
they come into being. 

From the varied pageant of (Ircek life displayed in 
Plato s pages come three, if not four, different files of 
typical characters. First of all appear men like 
(Vphalus, whose life has almost arrived at the " last 
scene of all," whose thought it would, therefore, be an 
impiety to unsettle, and Inches, who, though holding 
fast to the traditional ideas, was yet a fair mark for 
Socrates critical shafts. Younger men also are of this 
company, Lysis, Charmides, and Polemarchus, who may 
fairly he expected to respond to the new speculative 
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impulse. Behind all these, and forming one body with 
them, are Aristophanes, the antagonist of innovation 
and champion of the yood old times, Anytus, who fears 
to speak evil of dignities, and Callicles, who, present- 
in the claims of the man of substance and honour 

r"&gt; 

who is well to do, thinks that philosophy is the 
recreation of children and fools. In the next main 
division are to be found Sophists like Protagoras and 
Gorgias, worthy representatives of the new spirit of 
research ; also their well-meaning disciples, like Theo- 
dorus, eager for knowledge, and, too, the younger brood 
of Sophists, Polus, Thrasymachus, and the rest, show 
ing some of the principles of the greater Sophists 
hardened into dogmas. In the third division are 
Socrates himself, and his young disciples, Sirnmias, 
Cebes, Glaucon and Adeimantus, who have been swung 
from their moorings by Sophistic criticism and are 
still grappling for some regulative principles of thought 
and conduct. In a fourth category must be placed 
Parmenides, Timaeus, Critias, the Athenian Stranger 
of the Luirx, and the Kleatic Stranger of the Soph i st 
and MftfcxHutii, all of whom are at a stage, at which 
Plato has not only abandoned the earlier descriptive 
dialogue, but has entered a h eld of discussion wholly 
beyond the scope of Socratic thought. 

(/) While different theories and opinions find ex 
pression in Plato through representative personalities, 
he readies his own theory not by direct criticism of 
any inadequate views, but by gradually passing through 
every-day opinion and the doctrines of the Sophists. 
Thus in the Republic there is what corresponds to the 
scenes or stages in a Greek drama, the philosophic 
idea being ushered forth with such preparation as 
enables us to see how truly philosophic it is. This 
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method has an educational value, to which Plato was 
not blind. I mimed with the genius of Socrates he 
was as far as possible from desiring to substitute for 
current opinion a philosophic dogma, seeking rather 
by a wise strategy to create a certain spirit or habit of 
thinking, and thus by his dramatic handling of his 
subject leading the undaunted wayfarer step by step 
out into the sun of the supreme idea from the dark 
cave of thoughtless custom. 

II. Plato s Method. The completed method of 
Plato mav be said to be the method of his master, 
amplified and deepened by the growth of philosophy in 
the interval. Socrates impresses us as one who is 
machine-like in his almost incredible energy and en 
durance. No Indian ever followed the trail of his 
foe with more unerring and unrelaxed purpose than 
Socrates follows the argument. Wbat serves to take 
the edge oil and even exhaust the analytic rapacity of 
Protagoras merely whets his appetite. Three times in 
one dav he will repeat a long discussion and go away 
hoping that the next day will bring a similar 
diversion. 

Socrates sought to expose by means of questioning 
the contradictions and inconsistencies involved in 
common opinion, and to prepare the way for true 
knowledge. lie was wiser, he said, than other men. 
as the oracle bad declared, only because be knew 
that he knew nothing, while all others, though equally 
ignorant, believed that they bad knowledge. His 
mission was to instil into every one be met Un 
blessed consciousness of ignorance, that they might 
hereafter have a desire for knowledge, and, even if they 
could not be said to know, at least be free from 
delusions. The deference, which be paid, or with 
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veiled irony seemed to pay, to the opinion of the 
unwary respondent, had the effect of drawing him into 
a conversation, but he, like the silly fly of the nursery 
rhyme, is quickly entangled in the web of dialectic. 
This unexpected exposure of incapacity had different 
effects upon different temperaments. The timid 
inquirer, deprived of his usual habits of thought and 
coming suddenly to the brink of a void inane, fell 
back upon some less exacting discipline ; the bolder 
advocate of the established ideas conceived a bitter 
aversion to the new-fangled teaching, and called to his 
assistance all the forces of religious and political 
conversatism ; only the resolute inquirer allowed him 
self to feel the full torture of the gad-fly of wonder 
or doubt, and, like the wandering lo, plunged forward 
sustained by the hope of reaching at the last some 
solid conception. 

It is not to be wondered at that so large a portion 
of the Athenian public, following the lead of Aristo 
phanes, should have classed Socrates with the Sophists. 
Insisting all his life long that on knowledge and not 
on authority must be built law and morality, he, more 
than all the Sophists combined, woke men out of the 
sleep of custom. Nevertheless he differs from them 
profoundly in the very quality of his genius. While 
they, doubtful of the powers of reason, halted and 
gave way before the phalanxes of customary beliefs, 
he never accepted a truce. Probing his own soul and 
convinced that truth was attainable, he, avoiding the 
easy compromise of the Sophists, determined to solve 
the riddle, if not of all existence, at least of morality 
and the state. It is true that his actual work was 
largely a clearing of the way, and that he left behind 
no system of thought or morality; but he held on to 
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knowledge to the end. Accordingly not he hut the 
indifferent public was the real enemy of truth. Like the 
unskilled bird-catchers, who " captured the ring-dove 
when they wanted the pigeon," the Athenian judges, in 
condemning Socrates to drink the cup of hemlock, had, 
through lack of insight into their true needs, failed 
to punish the real culprit. 

The best excuse for Aristophanes and the Athenian 
people is that to Plato himself the difference between 
Socrates and tin Sophists, although he had long felt it, 
became clear only gradually. Even in the Protagoras 
the teachings of the famous Sophist are overshadowed 
by liis personality. Only when Plato s thought has 
greatlv matured, docs he enrich his method bv an 
analysis and refutation of Sophistic doctrine. While 
the method of Socrates is chiefly a subtle attack upon 
cherished opinions, the full-grown method of Plato 
comprises, in addition, a dialectical removal of the 
theories of the Sophists followed by a positive interpre 
tation of reality. 

Thus Plato s method involves three stages, only the 
first of which is adequately illustrated in the method 
of Socrates. These stages, which are firstly a criticism 
of ordinary opinion, secondly a criticism of Sophistic 
doctrine, and thirdly a positive account of reality, are 
exhibited in the Thfiu-tctux, although the constructive 
teaching of this dialogue is not pronounced, (n) The 
question discussed in the Thcactctux is as to the nature 
of knowledge, and at first Theaetetus thinks that 
knowledge is the different sciences and arts whatever, 
in fact, one may learn from Theodorus. Soon, how 
ever, Socrates convinces him that he has not explained 
the point at issue, since in the reply it is taken for 
granted that we understand what is meant by any 
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special kind of knowledge, although we are still in the 
dark about tire nature of knowledge in general. When 
asked for the meaning of a term, those, who are 
governed by common opinion, are apt to give a num 
ber of instances or particulars, to which Plato else 
where humorously refers as a swarm. " When I ask 
you, Meno, for one virtue, you present me with a 
swarm of them, just as though, when I ask you the 
nature of a bee, to carry on the figure, you tell me 
there are many kinds of bees, although bees as bees 
do not differ from one another at all" (Mcno, 7 2 A). 
As he says later in the same dialogue, he is looking for 
the meaning of the whole, and is expected to under 
stand it when it is frittered away into little pieces. 
Knowledge in the universal, whole and sound, is what 
lie seeks, the simile in mult is. Plato aims in this 
covert way to create the suspicion that casual observa 
tion or direct contact with separate objects, as it does 
not call for any conscious effort of inquiry, is not by 
itself the final office of thought. Suspicion becomes a 
deep self-mistrust, in the case of those at least who 
have any faculty of reflection, and at the same time 
the very foundations of the universe seem to be 
shaken. Thus wonder or doubt is the parent of 
thought, or, as Plato has also put it, Iris is the 
daughter of Thaumas, and wonder is the beginning 
of philosophy (Theaetetus, 155 D). Eoughly this stage 
in the method of Plato coincides with the work of 
Socrates, and is abundantly exemplified in the earlier 
dialogues, although even in the Charmidcs there are 
hints beyond the reach of Socrates. With less pene 
tration than was possessed by Plato the criticism of 
common opinion would leave behind it a smarting 
sense of loss rather than a longing to know, and this 
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difference, we may sunnise, marked him out from 
Socrates at the very beginning. 

(M Plato s way of dealing with the Sophists, as well, 
also, as his treatment of their general tenets, are the 
subject of the three following chapters. Their method, 
in so far as it is to be distinguished from the results 
of their thinking, was criticized by I lato under the 
wide name of "Rhetoric." The teachers of rhetoric, 
of whom (lorgias, the Sophist, was the Nestor, pro 
fessed to impart to voting men the ability to make a 
telling speech upon any topic merely by the study of 
oratory. This method I lato contrasts with dialectic 
in point of both style and substance. As to style he 
contends that the oration is confused, and like the 
epitaph of Midas, the Phrygian, might be recited 
either backwards or forwards without any detriment 
to its meaning; while the dialectican, setting out from 
clear definition, exhibits the true agreements and 
differences of things in an orderly and systematic way. 
Hut his main charge is that rhetoric is in substance 
a flattery or enchantment, by means of which 
the multitude is persuaded of the finality of its present 
opinions, like the false art of cookery or tiring, which 
ministers to the mere pleasures of the body, and 
ignores its health. In the end, therefore, it is inimical 
to philosophy, being satisfied with probability and 
seeking to persuade merely, but looking upon the 
acquisition of truth as without any practical value. 
Hut Socrates, bent upon healing, by purge and knife, 
this almost incurable cancer of the soul, and careless 
how many may be of a mind different from his own, 
spends his days in the pursuit of knowledge, as the 
only safe foundation of a right life. Hence rhetoric, 

7 ThiH in the chirf topic of the 
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on the side of its substance, is the false appearance 
(Schein, as Hegel would say), of which justice is the 
truth, since justice is, in Plato s thought, the ethical 
basis of the state. 

(c) The third and final form of the dialectical method, 
reached only when Plato has propounded his theory of 
ideas and has taken up physical inquiries, which not 
only the cultured Athenian but even Socrates hud 
looked at askance, still bears traces of its conversa 
tional and controversial origin. It becomes at last a 
colloquy not between persons or opposing systems but 
ideas. By a process, hinted at in the Thcnctetus and 
illustrated at length in the Parmenides and Sophist, 
ideas, which seemed to be in their inner nature an 
tagonistic to one another, such as being and not 
being, the same and the other, were set face to 
face, and made to come to terms. By means of this 
splendid and fertile principle, to be referred to below 
(chap, iv.), Plato is enabled for the first time in the 
history of thought to reach a conception of the uni 
verse which is at once scientific and religious. 



CHAITKR II. 
PLATO AND l i:oTA&lt;;ol!AS. 

OF Protagoras (lioni 4SO RC., died 411 or 408 H.C.) 
it is known that he instructed Kuripides, 1 as did also 
tint Sophist Prodicus." Other famous Sophists arc 
Hippias and ( ior^ ias. As Protagoras had at the time 
of his death been practising his profession for upwards 
of forty years (Plato, J/&lt; ///&gt;, 01), his public life must 
have ln ^un about the year 4f&gt;0, five years after the 
first representation of a play l&gt;y Kuripides. 3 At that 
time Socrates was a youiiL, man of twenty, ten years 
the junior of both Protagoras and Kuripides, a longer 
interval at this epoch of rapid intellectual growth than 
in moxt periods of tin- world s history. 4 



1 Ari*tojihatif* A/*&gt;/i&gt;&lt;/t/ (Hrowning), 1. . W-l, an 
Gr*rhirht -. &gt;l&gt;r /rVi..-/n\.-/i. /.i(&gt; rnfnr, n. _ . l\W, Hit, 411. 

a l{ rnhnrily, / /. n. - . .^~, 40!; .(UVOIIH, J/if&lt;-i/ &lt;&gt;/&lt;;rk /.i -ratun, 
p. il). 

3 Way, T/t&gt;- Trn-i.di.tui Knrij.iil.M &gt;n Knglith I .rv.VoI. I., IV-f. 
p. IS. 

4 Although Hi-viT.ll jiiiMHa^rM in 1 liito (Charmi l* -, Hi3 ; Mfnn, 1MJ ; 
Crn/ytn*, . {Si ; / rota^ora*, 311) iiulirntf that Soi-ratfH ha&lt;l attrndfil 
Bouienf the IfctureH (f I rcxlictih, h may n&lt;it havt- Ix-i-n the SophiHt H 
junior in years. Iiidfeil, according to accepted ilatfM I rodiciiN wa* 
the younger, having Iwen l&gt;orn about H&gt;."&gt; n.c. , and in rvfii mii&lt;l to 
have been a dinciple of Protagoras. However wide may have Ix-en 
bin earlier reputation fur making delicate M had CM of diitinctioD Ixj- 

B 



18 THE THEAETETUS. 

Of Protagoras Plato has in effect said that he was a 
sincere inquirer into the nature of virtue and truth, 
sought to improve his followers morally and intellectu 
ally, was listened to eagerly by large numbers, was 
highly respected by all, and was instrumental in 
opening up a new channel of inquiry. There were 
fermenting in Athens, however, views subversive of 
sound government, such as that the basis of society 
was expediency and not divine justice, and Protagoras, 
by voicing and in some measure originating these views, 
unintentionally strengthened the disintegrating forces. 
His opinions regarding the gods have a similar tend 
ency, and his famous utterance, " Man is the measure 
of all things," must be construed, in spite of what 
would have been his indignant protest to the contrary, 

tween synonyms, he is consistently regarded by Plato as one who 
had devoted his time to a superficial culture (Lacliex, 197 ; Char- 
7/m/cs, 103 ; Pi-otuyorax, 314, 337, 341, 3.~)8 ; Eitf/iydtmu*, 2": 
Jfaio, 75, {)(&gt;; rhdwlru*, -2(&gt;~ ; Cratylux, 384; A}&gt;olo&lt;/y, 19). 

While the dates of the birth and death of Hippias are uncertain, 
he is generally counted as a contemporary of Prodicus. Although 
hia range of knowledge covered physics, astronomy, calculation, 
geometry and music, he is, as far as Plato is concerned, even a 
more shadowy form than Prodicus, and is gently satirized for 
feebleness of reflection gilded by a full rhetorical style (Profwjora*, 
314, 31 S, 337; I lia^lm*, 267; Ajtoloy!/, 19). 

(iorgias arrived at Athens at the head of an embassy in the year 
427 r..c., when Socrates was thirty-three years old. He is univer 
sally believed to have lived to an extreme age, perhaps more than 
a century, and to have died some years after the death of Socrates, 
lie was, therefore, in all likelihood, the senior of Socrates, and may 
have been the senior even of Protagoras. With Protagoras he 
shares the honour of furnishing Plato with the name of a dialogue, 
the Gori/ia*, in which Plato treats the person of the aged rhetorician 
with a deference, to which his speculative powers, as Plato knew, 
were not entitled (cf. Mvno, 70; A]&gt;olo&lt;jy, 19; Symposium, 19S; 
(.ionjhi*; Phatdrn*, 2til, - (37 ; I hdelntx, 58, .~&gt;9). 
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as denying the existence of truth, or at least of our 
ability to attain to it. But, once again, Protagoras 
must be reiueiubered as a man of unblemished moral 
character and of high reputation as a thinker and 
teacher. Though pay was accepted by him for his 
instruction, an offensive novelty in Athens, it was will 
ingly given, since his pupils were practically allowed 
to tix the rate^. This general judgment requires to be 
substantiated in detail. 

The philosophy of Protagoras may lie considered 
under three heads: (&lt;t) His idea of the gods, (/;) his view 
of knowledge and reality, and (/) his theory of the 
state and morality. 

( /) I. The Gods in the philosophy of Protagoras. 
Tin- view of Protagoras concerning the gods may be 
inferred from tin- two or three passages in Plato, in 
which his words have been preserved. The myth in the 
J t itftif/nnix ( t 20, "Once upon a time there were gods 
only and no mortal creatures, . . . afterwards man was 
the only one of the animals who had any gods, because 
lie alone was of their kindred") is a story elaborated 
with care and earnestness. It cannot have been written 
simply by way of accommodation to popular ideas, 
but probably represents either an immature foi m of 
Protagoras theology, or an imperfect grasp of it by 
Plato, or, what is more likely than either alternative, 
a combination of the two. A more mature expression 
of the religious views of Protagoras is t&lt; be I mmd in the 
Thftfti tuji, where the Sophist, insisting that no weight 
whatsoevei can be attached to popular beliefs, holds 
that the existence of the. u ods, though not impossible, 
is incapable of proof. " It is," he says ( 1 GU i&gt;, K), " an 
appeal to vulgar prejudice to make the gods the centre 
of an argument, when their very existence is open to 
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doubt, and any mention of them in speech or writing 
should l)e avoided." The passage in the Laws (10. 
889E), in which the views of various wise men are 
given, to the el i ect that " the gods exist not by nature 
(&lt;pv(rei) but by art (TC^VJJ) and by the laws of states 
(vojmois), which are different in different places, accord 
ing to the agreement of those who make them," does 
not refer to the Sophists alone, as Zeller 5 seems to 
think, but to philosophers at large, some of the Sophists 
probably being of the number. Plato may be thinking 
of later theorizers, called Sophists (&lt;ro(pi&lt;rTa)v 7riKa\ov- 
fjLevwv Lavs, 10. 908 i&gt;), who, as is likely, rushed in 
with a definite atheistical doctrine, where Protagoras 
had merely refused to accept the traditional religious 



r&gt; " The &lt;rotj&gt;oi," as Zeller calls them (I rt-Socratic PhUo*o]&gt;hy, 
Vol. II., note on p. 4S2, Alleyne s translation), are, in his view, the 
Sophists. But in the first place, since Plato speaks of them as 
maintaining that fire and water and earth and air exist by nature 
and chance (0iW KO.I ri -xy, /&gt;, 10. SS9A, i;), he is clearly referring 
to a wide range of speculators, including Democritus, who ascribe 
the origin of all things to some kind of matter or some physical 
force. And in the second place, he calls them not &lt;ro&lt;/&gt;ot hut 
&lt;ro(poi tivdpcs (SSS K, 890 A, rightly translated by Jowett philo 
sophers and wise men ), as though to guard against the notion 
that he referred exclusively to the Sophists, who had already been 
shown by 1 lato to be a distinct historical school. He had used the 
name Sophist, &lt;ro0icn-?;9, in his dialogue of that name, when 
analyzing the influence of the Sophistic teaching as a whole upon 
philosophy (.s o;,/uV, 21(&gt; n, "217 A, 218 c, 233 c, 241 A, 254 A, B, 260c, 
2!li&gt;, K, 2(58 &lt;:, i), and many other places, cf. Law*. 10. 90S D). In 
one passage, indeed (.S o/&gt;/f/s/, 2(58 u), Plato expressly asks if the 
Sophist is to be called wise or Sophistic (&lt;ro06j&gt; f) vcxfiiffTiKbi ). 
Accordingly the use of such a general appellation as wise men to 
describe a company of thinkers strengthens the conclusion drawn 
from the context, that in this passage the Sophists are not ex 
clusively or even conspicuously in Plato s mind, and that Protagoras 
is not in his mind at all. 



faith. In addition to the foregoing direct references 
his well-known dictum, " Man is the measure of all 
things, may fairly be taken to exclude the gods as 
an available standard of truth and right. All that we 
know positively from Plato of the Sophist s theology 
is that, though he had broken away from the accepted 
beliefs, and regarded proof of the existence of the gods 
as impossible, lie, in the absence of positive views of 
his own, upon occasion rests, if not on popular religious 
ideas, at least on popular religious feeling. 

II. Plato s Criticism. At the time when Plato 
(Republic, 2. . {To foil.) found fault with the poets for 
representing the gods as doing evil and as change 
able, he was still too much in sympathy with popular 
religious conceptions to propose anything more than 
their reform. P&gt;ut as his speculative idea of the 
gods as "(lods of (lods 1 ( Tun&lt;i&gt; //.&lt;, 41 A), and as the 
soul of the universe (Lav*, 10. SO OH, r^r TTUITWV 
TTfje&puTdTti " the eldest of all things ") grew more 
clear, his judgment of tin; established religion was 
modified in a two-fold way. He ceased to think that. 
a reform of current opinions was possible or desirable, 
saying with pretended seriousness that, since of the 
other (* . . the recognized) divinities nothing could In- 
known, the statements &lt;f the men of old time must 
simply be taken on faith ( TT&lt; iTTt or. 7Y//m/ //.s, 40 1&gt;). 
He did not hesitate openly to contrast the gods of 
popular opinion (&lt;&gt;i K&lt;ITH o ;xor OIT&lt;S f &lt; &lt;n) with the 
true gods. In the second place, maintaining that in 
its consciousness of (lod the mind of man attained its. 
highest expression, he dwelt on the idea thai man 
was the most religious of animals (Ofo&lt;Tftf&lt;rTUTOv UI/TO 
&lt;TTI TTH\ Tf&gt;r (^v&gt;r rii flpwTTov, I.nn x, 10. M)lfi; I Timni HH 
Sir Mr. A iv I it- r Hiiul M Ttmmni, p. l. C, not*-. 
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41 A), and counted his philosophy as the ally of the 
ancient tradition (TW TraXaup vo/my eTriKovpov, Laws, 
10. 890D and B). 

It is not difficult to see the connection of Plato s 
religious philosophy with that of Protagoras. Plato 
recognizes the difference between popular myth and 
the religious consciousness, out of which the myth 
springs, and is able to turn away from the one 
while vindicating the other. Protagoras, seeing no 
difference between the two, is led to regard the 
consciousness of God as unreal, or, at least, as of no 
practical significance. Whether Plato himself under 
stood his relation to Protagoras in this way, he has 
left behind no direct criticism of his predecessor, 
unless it be by implication in the striking remark 
(Laws, 4. 71 6 c), "God ought to be to us the measure 
of all things, and not man, as men commonly say." 
This substitution of God for man in the widely- 
known sentence of Protagoras contains in brief com 
pass the whole difference between Protagoras and Plato. 

(I) I. Knowledge and Reality in the Philosophy 
of Protagoras. A careful reader of the Thcaetetiis 
will distinguish two ways in which Plato treats the 
philosophy of Protagoras: (1) by quotation from 
recognized sayings and writings; and (2) by reference 
to doctrines of a school looking to Protagoras as its 
founder. These two ways of treatment are broadly 
connected with two distinct criticisms of the saying, 
" Man is the measure of all things." When Plato 
takes this statement to mean that each man s opinions 
are true for him, employing the words seeming 
(SoKctv) and opinion (S6d), he makes use of either 
the exact words of Protagoras or of a direct paraphrase. 
When he attacks the doctrine that perception 
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is knowledge, ami connects it with the be 
coming (yiyvctrSai, TfawtrtuSi 157 A) of Heraclitus, 
lie has before him the development of the central idea 
of Protagoras made by later Sophists. On the one 
side the remarks of Plato are of this character: "He 
(/.*. Protagoras) says that man is the measure of all 
things, . . . Have you never read that?" (152A); 
" As Protagoras says " (1GO c) ; " Let us seek to extract 
the admission from the theory itself" (170 A), this 
last renr.irk introducing a careful consideration of the 
sayings of Protagoras regarding the value of each 
man s opinion. On the other side the references of 
Plato are as follows: " You have given in other words 
the theory of Protagoras" (152 A); "Protagoras and 
his school " (154 H) ; "Protagoras or somebody else" 
(l.~&gt;4&lt; ); "Views which we are ascribing to Protagoras" 
(155K); "according to the wise," that is, as the eon- 
text shows, the philosophers from Homer downwards 
(157 I .) ; " those who say " ( 1 5S K) : " the disciples of 
Protagoras" [ they in the original] (17 Jn); "the 
theory set up on behalf of Protagoras" (179l&gt;); "the 
disciples of Heraclitus" (179l). These phrases are 
consistently used when Plato is examining the doctrine 
that each man s sensation is for him the sole reality. 

At once the important point is made clear that what 
passes for the sensational philosophy of the Sophists 
is propounded not by Protagoras but by men calling 
themselves and called by Plato disciples of Protagoras. 
At this stage in our discussion we are not concerned 
with the later Sophistic philosophy, but have to see 
simply what is the view of Protagoras, ami what is 
Plato s criticism. 

The kernel of the philosophy of Protagoras is 
therefore to be found in the sentence alreadv alluded 
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to (152 A), "Man is the measure of all things, of 
things that are (judging) that they are, and of things 
that are not (judging) that they are not." 
XptlfJLaTwv [JLeTpov ai OpwTrov, TWV /mev OVTU&gt;V o&gt;? CCTTI, 
Se /mt] OVTWV 0)9 OVK ea-Tiv.) The word judging, inserted 
in this extract, is used by Protagoras himself in a 
second carefully worded statement, " Of what is I am 
the judge (Kprnis) that it is, and of what is not that it 
is not" (160 c). From these two passages, almost 
identical in wording, it can be understood that 
Protagoras in his speculations retained the popular 
distinction between reality and unreality, although at 
the same time holding that the existence of real 
things or the non-existence of unreal things was 
bound up with the individual s judgment. The blend 
ing of these two elements : (a) the fixed distinction 
between existence and non-existence, and (I) the 
determination of existence or non-existence by the 
judgment or opinion of the individual, gives us the 
unique quality of the metaphysic of Protagoras. 

In the two passages just quoted all possible objects 
of thought or opinion are divided into those which are 
and those which are not, and of those which are the 
individual judges that they are, and of those which are 
not that they are not. Nowhere is it said that the 
individual concerning things that are judges that they 
are not, or concerning things that are not judges that 
they are. In these cases, whether the thing did or did 
not exist, or whether the individual was or was not a 
measure, Protagoras would not have decided, since 
neither alternative would have completely expressed 
his mind. When, elsewhere (1G7A), lie grants that 
some sensations are better than others, as health is 
better (a/uLeivnn ) than sickness, and that some people 
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are worse than others (Troika ef/f), he admits that at 
least in practical matters the subjective state is not 
absolute, and that the subject must adjust himself to 
the object. And the speculative side of the problem, 
though not dwelt upon by him, must have been met 
bv the same compromise. He thus leaves room for a 
dillerence between object of opinion and opinion, 
between object of perception and perception. Hence 
such a jihra.se as " perception of reality " (ata-OrjO is TOV 
orroy, lf&gt;Ur), instead of the strict equation " per 
ception = reality," is characteristic, putting, as it does, 
the new wine into the old bottles, carrying forward 
the accepted distinction between existence and non- 
existence into the new theory that what seems to be 
true for the individual is true for him. It belongs 
to the width, if not the depth, of the thought of 
Protagoras that he could ignore neither of these 
elements. 

P.ut these elements, in the manner of their blending, 
occupy places as different as are the foreground and 
background of a picture. The hostility of Protagoras 
to current habits of thought is dwelt on by Plato, and 
fully acknowledged by Protagoras himself. Plato, after 
having expounded the statement that knowledge 1 is 
perception, goes on to Complete it ( 1 .".7 K) by showing 
that the reeogni/ed distinctions between dream&gt; and 
waking, madness and sanity, the sensations of animals 
and those of man, are ignored by Protagoras. I he 
Sophist replies that these distinctions are without 
value, because they are based on the manner in which 
words and names are used by the multitude (m irnXXo/). 
In customary usage (Ti n/f)m, 1 OS 15), says Protagoras, 
words have no fixed meaning, and are twisted to suit 
the occasion. This scorn of current prejudice and lack 



26 THE THEAETETUS. 

of thought, acknowledged by Hato to be in a measure 
legitimate, is with Protagoras a settled conviction. 

In this matter Protagoras was in partial accord with 
his illustrious contemporaries Euripides and Socrates. 
Of the indifference of Euripides to public opinion, 
critics might easily have said 

" Cold hater of his kind 
A sea-cave suits him, not the vulgai- hearth ! " 7 

and of Socrates his accusers maintained that he cor 
rupted the Athenian youth by his innovations (Apology, 
2 3 D). In the case of both poet and thinker, critic 
and accuser tell only half the story. Neither Euri 
pides nor Socrates, it is true, accepted at any time the 
popular opinion that truth and justice were a matter 
of authority. But what moved Euripides, not only at 
the last but all through his strenuous career, was a 
constructive idea of the gods and human life, and the 
unparalleled search of Socrates was the search for 
truth. Underneath their very condemnation of the 
ideas in vogue lay the belief that the thing condemned 
had its roots in a reality of which the people at large, 
though they had no clear knowledge, had a sense. 
Not after all to prove that the popular notions were 
utter folly, but to justify this hidden sense, was their 
final achievement. Hence the Nemesis, which brings 
the extreme critic of prevailing notions and faiths 
back, like neighbour Pliable, to the commonplaces 

7 Browning, ArixtophancJ Apoloyy, 11. 283-4; compare the words 
of the hero Hippolytua : 

" I have no skill to speak before a throng ; 

My tongue is loosed with equals, and those few. 
And reason : they that are among the wise 
Of none account, to mobs are eloquent." 
Euripides, Hippolyfn*, Way s translation, Vol. I., p. 171, 11. 9S6-9S9. 
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from which he set out, never overtook them. P&gt;ut 
Protagoras was hardly so fortunate. In his hostility 
to so-called popular prejudices, he was lacking in 
insight, ami, as an inevitable retribution, he was found 
to retain, without essential modification, the position 
of those whom he contemned. This is the second 
element of his philosophy, what we have called the 
background of the picture. 

This feature he unwittingly retains alongside of the 
obtrusive theory that each man was the measure of 
his own reality. Unlike that of Euripides and 
Socrates, his theory is, therefore, not a reconstruction 
but a compromise. Of this compromise he may have 
been dimly conscious, if he ever connected his refusal 
to inquire into the existence of the gods with his 
theory of knowledge; and reality. He, assailed, as were 
Socrates mid Plato, by political and ethical questions 
of serious magnitude, and feeling keenly the inade 
quacy of the old standards, may have thought that 
speculation on the nature of existence in general was 
untimely and unprofitable. He may have thought that 
ulterior questions could wait till more immediate 
human concerns had been readjusted or recast. Per 
haps there was in his mind a chamber, which he 
found himself unable to unlock. Of the gods and 
reality lie did not say, "They are not, no they are 
not " but rather with Sir Pors, "Ask me not, for I 
may not speak of it!" He may, in point of fact, have 
accepted the word used by Democritus, the word 
1 hidden/ uncertain/ to describe the nature of this 
outlying reality. " \Ve must say," asserts Democritus, 
"either that nothing is true, or that it [the truth] is 
beyond our ken " (ft&qXov, Aristotle, Metaphysics, ill. f&gt;. 
1009/&gt;). But apart from these high themes, admit- 
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ting, as Protagoras thought, of no solution, and in the 
region of every-day practical thinking and acting, the 
only fixed standard of reality, which seemed to him to 
rise out of the general decay of enthusiasms and faiths, 
was the opinion of the individual. Against the in 
herited and outworn creeds, to which the people still 
clung, he set up the free, direct, untrammelled contact 
of the individual with reality. In such free contact, 
call it opinion (TO. SOKOVVTO), call it perception (ra 
&lt;j)(ui o/meva), there is truth (Arist. Metaph. in. 5. 1009 a). 
So Protagoras, changing the sentence of Democritus to 
suit himself, may have said that if the immediate per 
ception is not truth, the truth remains concealed. 

II. Plato s Criticism. Of this doctrine Plato s 
estimate is at once sympathetic and critical. On the 
one hand he neither confuses Protagoras with Pro- 
tagoreans, nor enters the lists against him in behalf 
of common-sense. On the other hand, he sees in this 
theory the source of later Sophistic doctrines, and also 
finds it necessary to analyze common opinion, and to 
appeal to a feature of it which was overlooked by 
Protagoras. P&gt;y referring to dreams, madness and the 
sensations of animals (15?E, 161 c), Plato first of all 
makes conspicuous the collision between the theory 
of Protagoras and common opinion, since, according 
to common opinion, dreaming and madness are mani 
festly false, while according to Protagoras they are 
true. Plato, of course, believes with Protagoras that 
truth is not a matter of agreement, and that the 
people have no butter proofs for their convictions than 
probability and conjecture (TO ei/co? 162 E). Indeed 
Aristotle assigns to Protagoras the merit of having 
dismissed the resort to the majority as the means of 
discovering the truth (Metaph. m. 5. 1009//). At the 
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same time, as Pluto means to surest, even though a 
belief be merely conjectural, it does not cease to be a 
factor in public opinion. Arguments, based on the 
nature of tin- individual s opinion, must, if they are to 
be complete and consistent, reckon with belief or pro 
bability. In the speech of Protagoras, which conies at 
this juncture (IGUn, 165 K IK), Plato makes the 
point that Protagoras unconsciously falls back on the 
accepted standards. "Some are wiser than others," 
admits the Sophist ; " health is better than sickness," 
and "sickly (-Trovtjpai) sensations " (IGTu) should be 
removed as well from men as from plants. Again, in a 
passage which is meant as a partial justification of 
Protagoras, his peculiar phrase, " conjunct view " (TO 
Kiiti i] &6av, 172n), coupling, as it does, opinion and 
convention, and thus binding together each man s 
opinion and the common belief, itself proves that the 
separation of these two factors of consciousness 
deprives both of their meaning. Further, as tin- 
distinction between the expedient and the just is 
probably an express part of his thought (172 A), it at 
once follows that, even according to his own state 
ments, the opinion of the individual, though successful 
against the traditional conception of the just and 
sacred, is not equally successful against the conjoint 
practical wisdom. 

Plato, in the next place, deepens his criticism by 
showing how in the very terms of the proposition that 
what seems In each man to be true is for him true is 
concealed the resort to a court outside of the opinion 
of the individual (170 A). The opinion of the sick 
man may be that the physician s opinion of the disease 
is of more value than his own. The opinion of any 
casual IKTSOII may be that the theory of Protagoras is 
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not true. In legislation only those, so it is widely 
said, who are trained to weigh slight indications, can 
venture to map out the wisest course. Xot every 
individual, himself being the judge, but the physician, 
the thinker, or the statesman is a measure. Within 
the opinion of the individual is embedded the belief 
in some regulative truth. Hence the theory of Pro 
tagoras lies between Scylla and Charybdis. Either 
the individual s opinion is riglit or it is wrong, and in 
neither case is it the standard of reality. If it is 
right, the individual, by his own confession, is not the 
measure of all things : if it is wrong, then plainly the 
question falls. 

Gaining the explicit approval of Aristotle (Mctnph. 
in. 5. 10107&gt;), Plato puts the same argument in another 
way, when he introduces the examination of what is 
future (178 A). In all the practical sciences, arts and 
experiences medicine, cookery, music, legislation and 
gardening it can he said that the special case is to 
such a degree an exemplification of a general habit, 
that the skilled workman can safely make predictions 
where the ordinary man is at a loss. Here the 
practical scientific judgment is appealed to, and it 
alone is by every-day opinion not only admitted but 
asserted to be the sole measure. Again, therefore, the 
crux appears. Is every-day opinion right or wrong in 
.submitting itself to the opinion of the experienced ? 
Whatever be the answer to the question, the theory of 
Protagoras is by it dismissed. 

The net result of Plato s treatment of Protagoras is 
clear. He says in effect: "You appeal, Portagoras, to 
common opinion ; unto common opinion we shall go," 
and in it he finds the very prejudices, conjectures, 
surmises and faiths, which Protagoras had sought to 
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abolish. The experiences, which 1 rotn^orus had 
thought to be simple, turn out to be complex. 
Towards this complex material either of two different 
attitudes may be taken. On the one hand, the under 
lying convictions may be ignored, and the abstract 
remainder may be called the measure of reality, a 
course followed naturally enough by the Protagoreans, 8 
wh( set up the momentary sense-impression as the 
sole truth. On the other hand, the attempt may 
be made to interpret the faith of common-sense, and 
in that way to show that the existence of a universal 
reality is compatible with the claims of reason. This 
was the work of Plato. 

(o Protagoras and the State. The view of 
Protagoras concerning the state is two-fold: (1) as to 
its origin, and (2) as to its nature. 

(1) In the elaborate myth (/ /&lt;//"//(;/*, :&gt;20 c, foil.), 
which bears evidence of being a faithful transcript of 
his words, Protagoras gives a sketch of the historical 
origin of the state. Human beings, we are told, had 
at the outset no political sense, and lived in isola 
tion ; but, having the arts peculiar to Athene and 
Hephaistos, they framed a language," built houses, made 
clothes, shoes and beds, tilled the soil, and linallv, in 
order to save themselves from the attacks of wild 

" IMato H criticism of the I rotagoreans is given In-low in chapter iii. 

8 A common language implies at least the rare and instruction of 
offspring, and, therefore, according to Aristotle (/ViViV*, i. -J. 1 -J.VJ/, ; 
I. 11. PJ."&gt;!l//; AV/nVx, vni. VI), and even 1 rotagora* himself (/ ,-,,. 
(atjortt*, :VJ."c), some form of government, lint, further, the forma 
tion of a common language must have required an intimate and 
extensive intercourse hetween the families said to l&gt;o scattered 
(Aristotle, /Wi/iVi, i. I J/i. kj). Protagoras does not for a moment 
suggest that, when families came together for protection, the 
speech of one was unintelligible to another. 
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animals, 10 gathered into cities. There, however, they 
acted with injustice 11 towards one another (ySiKovv aXX&gt;/- 
Xof?, 32 2 15), and, thinking that the danger of being 
killed by wild beasts was less than the danger of unjust 
treatment at the hands of their fellow-men, proceeded 
to disperse once more, their lives thus running the 
imminent hazard of being, as Hobbes with a similar 
conception said, " Solitary, poor and short." At this 
juncture, Zeus, fearing that the human race would 
utterly perish, sent to them Hermes with the gifts of 
regard for others and justice (aiSa&gt;s re KOU Slier], 322 c), 
by means of which an orderly political existence was 
firmly secured. 

This tale, if we set aside its religious character, 
which lias already been alluded to (page 19), and 
ignore its inconsistencies, may be made to read that 
political unity is necessary, not merely to man s higher 

10 With all their specialized mechanical skill they were unable to 
forge a weapon to defend themselves against the attacks of wild 
beasts, since, according to Protagoras, self-defence belongs to the 
art of war (TroXejtuKTj re x"^), which was a part of the missing art of 
government (TTOXITIKT; rix^n)- 

11 The phrase, " acted with injustice towards one another," admits 
of several interpretations, (a) It may mean simply that justice was 
absent, so that the acts of the aborigines, who on this supposition 
had no sense of justice, and, consequently, no sense of injustice, 
would by a civilized onlooker be called unjust. (/&gt;) These primitive 
people may have been regarded by Protagoras as accusing one 
another of unjust behaviour ; in which case he would unwittingly 
be assuming the presence in them of the very virtue which Zeus had 
not as yet bestowed. Or (c.) Protagoras may have meant that there 
was in their minds a consciousness of justice or general fairness 
before the gift by Zeus of the art of government. He would then be 
seeking for the distinction clearly drawn by Aristotle (Ethic*, \. 5) 
between justice as general fairness and justice as illegality. But it 
13 almost useless to look for any definite meaning in this vague 
story. 
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well-being, 1ml even to his very existence, and that 
the bond of union between men is justice. 

( 2) The theory that justice was the foundation- 
stone iif political life, \va.s probably not consistently 
maintained l&gt;y Protagoras throughout the course of his 
speculations. In the Thrnctrtux, in which his riper 
views as to the basis of society find brief expression 
(Ifj7, 17- A), a distinction is drawn between justice 
or law on one side and expediency on the other. He 
there contends that the state could not be based on 
any so-called universal justice, since the only justice 
which could be conceived was variable and created by 
men. A tiling was just ami fair to the state so long 
us tin- state continued to think it to be just and fair. 
I ut justice varied not onlv as between one city and 
another, but, also, for the city itself, with every change 
in its laws, and laws changed according to the will of 
the law-makers. Pure caprice and anarchy surest 
themselves to the modern critic as the upshot of this 
doctrine, hut no such thought was present to the mind 
of Protagoras, who recogni/.ed that the law, however 
unwise it may he, is binding on all the citi/.ens of tin- 
state whose law it is, so long as it is a law, and, also, 
that there remains the principle of expediency (TO 
trvfji^pov), which for him is essentially social. As it 
is often difficult to determine the most exj&gt;edient 
course, the art of Rhetoric should IK; cultivated by 
public men, not to undermine social morality, but, on 
the contrary, more effectively to commend to the body 
of the citi/.ens the wisest plan of public and private 
action. Although Protagoras, in thus championing 
expediency, argues that the honourable (KU\U) and 
shameful (&lt;nvxjHi), the just (&lt;5&lt;Vum) and unjust (a&uctt), 
that which is and is not sacred (omu KUI /z&gt;/) are con- 

c 
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stituted by the special regulations of each city, and are 
binding only on its citizens, he is far from holding 
that there is no distinction between justice and in 
justice, right and wrong. In fact, the main argument 
of Protagoras in the Tliraetctux is that the Sophist 
must exert himself all the more actively to change the 
worse into the better, because justice and injustice are 
what the city makes them. When laws are seen to 
depend on human insight, it is wise that men should 
deliberate with care. Of course to magnify the office 
of the rhetorician is to cast suspicion upon the in 
tuitions of the average citizen. The critic of the 
Sophists, taking his stand upon the sufficiency of 
current opinion, might argue that they sought to 
overthrow all morality, and make the worse cause 
appear the better. P&gt;ut Plato s implied criticism of 
Protagoras was of a different nature. 

In the description given by Protagoras of the 
beginning of a state there may already be observed 
the rudiments of a distinction, which was soon to 
become so prominent a phase of the political ideas of 
the Sophists, and not of them only, but of many Greek 
and modern thinkers, the contrast, namely, of the 
condition of man in a state with his condition before 
entering a state. As yet the contrast is wholly in 
favour of the life political, but increase of travel, the 
growth of maritime trade, the venality of demagogues, 
who set themselves up as statesmen, and the presence 
in Athens of an expanding foreign population, who 
either had lost respect for every city, or, like the 
Laconizers 12 mentioned by Plato (Protagoras, 342 B; 

-In Athens the Laconizers were citizens who openly sympathized 
with the customs and form of government of her rival and enemy, 
Sparta, chief city of Laconia. 
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/!//////*..&lt;, f&gt; 1 ") K), were adherents of an order of society 
and form of government, differing more or less deeplv 
fr&gt;m tin- order under which theylived, these inlluences. 
of whose dissolvent character I lato was well aware, 
caused the pendulum to swing in the other direction, 
and the condition of nature was more and more 
-lowinu ly depicted 1:! as against what were called the 
conventions of the city-state. Another considerable 
factor in this transformation was the theory, so gene- 
r.illy entertained amongst the Creeks, that the art 
of ^oveininent, now beginning to fall into disrepute, 
was the only social bond. Thus Protagoras, naively 
ignoring the complex community of interests prevailing 
in the condition of so-called dispersion and hostility, 
relies upon explicit political contract or agreement as 
alone able to hold society together. When, therefore, 
the method of government was shown to he unworthy 
of .support, the whole social fabric was thought to be 
shaken to its foundation. This theory, underlying, as 
we may say, tin- myth of Protagoras, paved the wav 
for the later advocacy of the condition of nature. 

The explicit rejection of law or convention 
(rouov) in favour of nature, ((pufris) is put into the 
mouth not of Protagoras hut of (ilaucon (/{jmHir, 2. 
i58KH .) and of CallideH C7(/;y/?V/x, 481 K). (ilaucon, 
a disciple of Socrates, takes up for the nonce tin- argu 
ment of the Sophist Thrasvmachus, and shows what it, 
in his belief, involves. Tin- state, he says, is inter 
mediate between the best life, in which a man is able 
to commit injustice without Hiillering injury in return, 
and the worst life, in which he .sutlers injustice without 
the power to retaliate. Seeing that they had small 

"Sue the* argument* of (ilaucon nml Aticiumntu* in thc nccond 
lxx&gt;k of the K iuHir. 
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chance of attaining the best, and were in danger of 
experiencing the worst, men made covenants or agree 
ments (uvvOriKa?) with one another, by virtue of which 
each withheld himself from all attempts to secure the 
best life, on condition that all others did the same. 
This theory, propounded by Glaucon, may readily be 
deduced from the sentence of Thrasymachus that 
"justice is the interest of the stronger" (TO rov 
KpeiTTovo? orv[jL&lt;pepoi&gt;, Republic, 1. 338 c). As some 
men are by nature stronger or abler than others, 14 
whosoever is stronger insists that he shall have what 
he wants ; others, to save themselves from harm, fall 
in with his desire ; and the name of justice is given to 
the working arrangement agreed to by all parties. 
Xot only Thrasymachus (Republic, 3 44 A) but Polus 
(Gorgias, 470 C ft .), therefore, was prepared to consider 
the tyrant the happiest of men, however far his acts 
may have been opposed to the ideas of justice embodied 
in the laws of existing states. 

The names of Thrasymachus and Callicles justify 
the conclusion that the theory of compact was formu 
lated by the later Sophists. Thrasymachus, as is 
generally believed, was younger than Socrates. The 
plan of the Gorgias, according to which Plato criticizes 
Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles with diminishing leniency, 
forbids our ascribing to Gorgias the statements made 
by Callicles. 15 

14 As Callicles ((lorijiax, 483 D) uses the words stronger (TW 
Kpfirrw), more powerful (rbv bwaruTepov} and abler (TOV dfj.fii&gt;w) to 
describe the ruler, it may be concluded that fitness to rule was 
largely, although not wholly, determined by physical force. 

15 Zeller himself (Pre-Socr&lt;itic Philosophy, n., p. 476) speaks of the 
distinction between nature and law as a favourite theorem of 
later Sophistic ethics. An interesting account of Sophistic politics 
is to be found in Newman s The Pn/itir* of Arixtot/e, I., pp. 386-392. 
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A third reference to the contrast between law and 
nature is to he found in the bin s (10. 889 l&gt;), where 
the conception of the priority "f nature is said to be 
not only widely accepted (7r&lt;ifxi TroXXois, 888 E), but 
also of lout; standing (7ri\&lt;n, S90 it). The context 
shows that the words "of long standing" refer not to 
&gt;u j. porters of the theory that the state is based on 
convention, but to earlier cosmological philosophies, on 
which, according to Plato, the theory of a political 
contract was founded. The philosophies which say that 
some element or some combination of elements or the 
union of atoms with force is the primary reality, and 
that the human consciousness in all its manifestations 
is derivative, are indirectly responsible for the notion 
that the state is a mere artifice or convention. loiter 
Sophists, advocating the inferiority of law, may have 
appealed in this way to "all the ancients" 1 " (Aristotle, 
SojiJi. El. 1-) in support of their doctrine. 

Plato s Criticism. &lt;i.) Although Plato, in con 
sidering the sophistic conception of the origin of the 
state, is thinking not of Protagoras but of later 
Sophists, his position may be at least indicated. He 
virtually accuses tin; Sophists of confounding two 
different meanings of tin; term in^os, namely, law 
and convention. He would not have been an 
enthusiastic follower of Socrates, had he not, quite 
as completely as the Sophists, rejected the guidance of 
custom. Tin- Ji i&gt;n)&gt;Hr was written under the con 
viction that the prevailing forms of government. 

" It in highly prohahlc that Arintotlr in thin place him in miml the 
I.I--.I.T,- of th L&lt;i\r* alluileil to in the text, an&lt;l that the wonln "all 



the aiu-ieiibi " (oi apxalw. Si rdrTti) have, therefore, their nattir.il 
meaning, ami &lt;lo not, UH X.eller thinkn ( l*r* &gt;&gt; / -nt f I hilnwjihy, II , 
47^ , tmt&gt; ), refer chiefly to Soplmtic rhetorician!. 
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whether oligarchy, democracy or tyranny, were all 
less or more defective, and that a clean sweep would 
have to be made of political social usages, if a true 
state was to be formed. At the same time Hato, in 
condemning custom, did not condemn a common social 
life, and, in admitting the worthlessness of convention, 
did not admit the worthlessness of law. Men come 
together in a state, he said, because no one is self- 
sufficing (avrdpKt]?, Republic, 2. 369 B, cf. Aristotle, 
Politics, I. 2. 1253 A, 14), and law he regarded as of 
divine sanction (Laws, 1. 6 24 A). The term nature, 
which the Sophists had opposed to every form of 
i/o//o9, Plato opposes to convention only. So far is he 
from acceding to the idea that nature is opposed to 
law that he affirms one to have much the same 
meaning as the other. He couples opinion ($6a), 
foresight (eirtfjLeXeia), mind (vov?), and art (re x"&gt;;), 
with law (fo/xo?) as qualities of the soul, and 
concludes that the soul, when thus interpreted, may in 
a special sense ($ia(f)p6vTa)$) be said to exist b) 
nature (tpvaret) (Laws, 10. 892 c). The Sophists, 
accepting from earlier philosophies the distinction 
between man and nature, involved in the doctrine that 
nature existed before man, had agreed that what was 
prior in time was higher in reality. They then apply 
this argument to the growth of the state Plato, 
unwilling to admit that man is separate from nature, 
or that nature could at any stage cease to be nature, 
reinterprets the idea of nature by means of the 
principle that what comes out of nature must in 
some sense have been in it always. By associating 
with nature such terms as foresight, mind/ and art, 
all of which imply purpose or design, he means that 
nature is that towards which things move, as well 
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as the starting-point of things. He suggests that 
the point towards which the universe moves, the pur 
pose or design of the universe, was present in the 
universe at the outset, and originated its movement*. 
The state or law would thus be more natural than 
nature itself, as they would he fulfilments of nature. 

This conception of nature was put simply and 
directly by Aristotle in his union of nature and the 
stair through the idea of end (re Xo?, /ViViV-x, I. 1. 
l 2i) 2f&gt;, S 11 .). In opposition to the Sophists, who had 
maintained that nature was of higher validity than 
law, Aristotle says that nature must le understood as 
end or completion (&gt;} 3e &lt;l&gt;( "Tt$ WXov err/i-). When 
nature is so defined, the state, as the fulfilment of the 
individual, is seen to he one of the things which exist 
hy nature (TOT (jti Ttt &gt;/ o/\&lt;y fTTi) and man is seen to 
lie hy nature, that is by destiny, a political animal 
(&lt;f)v&lt;Ti TroXiTiKoi* fyov). As completion is present in 
the thing at the beginning, and is the final cause of tin- 
thing, end and beginning are really one, and the 
opposition between nature and the state or law dis 
appears. 17 

(ii. y In his treatment of justice I rotagoras uses the 
arguments afterwards employed more effectively by 
Aristotle to prove that virtue is a habit or moral state 
(T&lt;9, t/rii x, II., chaps. 1-4). Aristotle thinks that the 
moral state is rightly visited with praise or blame for 
the reason that it involves deliberate purpose and 
training, and is not implanted in us by nature (&lt;^ &lt;TH). 
I rotagoras also said that the virtue of justice was not 
given by nature (&lt;^&gt;wrei) but acquired by study (fiiSoKrdv), 

17 //7A)u"i, a collection &lt;&gt;f KMHUVM c&lt;liti-l liy Kvt-lyn AUmtt, c.n 
taiin u vahialtlu Hiiuly l.y Mr. A. &lt; I .nnlK-y, of Aiititotle ii concep 
tion of the utate (pp. 1HI.-J43). 
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and that the fact of punishment was proof of the 
culpable lack of justice in vicious men. In the second 
place, Aristotle recognizes that, although virtue is 
acquired by practice, the capacity for virtue is im 
planted by nature. Protagoras, who neither has at his 
command Aristotle s valuable conceptions of capacity 
and realization, nor feels any deep need to harmonize 
his statements, nevertheless affirms that justice is a 
quality of which all men are partakers ; otherwise the 
state could not exist (Protagoras, 32 3 A). Plato, too, 
while maintaining that the existence of the state 
depends on the possession of justice by all classes 
of persons in the state, by every child and woman, 
every slave, freeman and artizan, by ruler and subject 
(Republic, 4. 433 D), yet insists that a special training 
is required of that class, whose distinctive virtue is 
prudence in counsel or wisdom (cvj3ov\ia, &lt;ro(f)la., Id. 
4. 428 B). Hence in this matter Plato and Aristotle 
may be said to have completed and simplified 
the suggestions of Protagoras. The Sophist, as ht 
gradually lost faith in the adequacy of the opinions of 
the multitude, emphasized more and more pointedly 
the study of Phetoric. It is true that lihutoric is but 
a feeble instrument for the attainment of political 
insight in comparison with the arduous course of 
instruction through which Plato s neophytes had to 
pass ; but in general the views of Plato and Protagoras 
may be said to be in this regard in harmony. The 
real divergence between them arises when Plato 
announces that the union of men in society is only 
an exemplification of the wider principle, on which 
the whole universe rests, the principle of measure or 
harmony (jmtTpov, Timarits, 35 H, 37 A, 53 A: Philebits, 
60 A: Lfnrfs, 4. 71 Gc). This is the reason that 
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Cleinias the Cretan, and Mejjillus the Lacedaemonian, 
maintain (Jod to be the author of the laws of their 
respective states (/,////*, 1. 024 A). This, too, is Un 
meaning of the story that every ninth year Minos, 
the Cretan lawgiver, went to converse with his 
Olympian .sire, and made laws in accordance with 
his sacred words. Protagoras would not have admitted, 
at least if the Tlnm-fi-tiix correctly reports his riper 
ideas, that " the state comprehends Zeus and Athene 
as participants in its constitution (KOIVU)VO\ TroXtretas, 
/stirs, 921 c), so that when a citi/en defrauds an 
artizan of the payment due to him, he breaks asunder 
the links between the state and the L;ods, its mighty 
co-partners." 18 To omit the essential connection between 
the state and the divine or the absolute reality is t" 
leave the way open either to the conclusion that tin- 
state has ultimately no foundation in truth, or to the 
conclusion that the ultimate reality, if it exists at all, 
cannot be an object of thought. The first of these 
views was adopted by later Sophists : the second was 
the doctrine of Protagoras. 

Conclusion. The special cast of mind of the greatest 
of the Sophists oii jht now to lie dear. He sym 
pathized with the ^rowin^ self-reliance of the (Ireeks, 
and their increasing independence of all external 
authority, whether of the ^ods or of the state. He 
did not, however, feel with equal force; that an advance, 
to lie real and inevitable, must take with it the reason 
implicit in common opinion. dialing against the 
limits imposed by popular prejudice, he sought to 
remove; them by means of instruction. To have 
recourse to abstractions, indifferent whether his con 
clusions did or did not conflict with common-sense 

1- Newman, The I olitic* of Arixtoil- , \".l. I , p. 4. W. 
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was for him impossible. He paid the opinions of the 
multitude the compliment of battling with them, and, 
therefore, of regarding them as not wholly irrational. 
Swayed alternately by the instinct of revolt, and 
by the vague feeling that what the many believed 
could not be entirely false, his philosophy is a strange 
combination of two unreconciled elements. It is true 
that lie tried to exorcise what seemed to him to be 
vulgar superstitions, but they "sat and smiled at" him 
as did the ghost of Itonqiio at Macbeth. His inability 
to shake himself free from the ideas he despised con 
stitutes his best claim to be more than a superficial 
sceptic like Euthydemus or a self-satistied logician like 
the nimble Zeno. just as the illusion of the ghost of 
Banquo was a sign of Macbeth s humanity. He thus 
becomes an appreciable force in the progress of Greek 
thought. His truest successor was not called by his 
name, and did not belong to his school. Socrates was 
able more consistently to reject public opinion, because 
he was bent on justifying its faith in truth : and what 
Socrates worked at, Plato carried out, 



AI:ISIOTI.K, while making im chronological division &lt;.| 
the Sophists, has placed them in two broad classes 
those whose doubts are genuine and those \vlio anjue for 
the sake ofariiuinjr, the first class dealing with thoughts, 
the others with words only ( J/&lt;V"/&gt;////.s/rs. in. "&gt;. 1009". 
and III. G. 1 11 / ; compare also Plato, Euthifilciimx. 
278 I ,). The Kristics, Knthydemus and I )ionysidorus. 
miirht well have been in Aristotle s mind as conspicu- 
ous examples of the Sophist who strove for victory not 
for truth. Thrasymachus, "the ( halcedonian j:ianl." 
and Polus of Axri^ ntiuu, are somewhat of the same 
temper, and aloiiLj with them may perhaps le counted 
"the Prota^oreans" of the Tlum titti*. These men can 
not with accuracy he called " later Sophists," since tin- 
brothers Kuthydemus and I )ionysidorus were about the 
same a^e as Socrates. 1 Indeed, they can only loosely 
be named Sophists at all, since "the Prota^oreans" may 
have included Aristippus* the Cyrenaic, and Antis- 
thenes 1 the ( ynic. There mav be in tlie theory o| 

XHlrr, rrt-Si^rnti-- I hi/w/.hi/, ii. 4-M : i lato. Kuthil iim*. 



Cauiphrll, Th fitt fti*, IntrMl., p. x\\ 
H aujplH-11, /!., p. 1(&gt;7, not- to 1. In 
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Protagoras a tendency, as it is styled, to degenerate 
into such frivolous scepticism as that of the two 
brothers from Chios, but of this empty disregard of all 
truth Protagoras is manifestly not the source. In fact, 
as Aristotle suggests, two bands of doubters, quite dis 
tinct in their speculative habits, flourished side by side, 
those who, like Protagoras and Gorgias, were in the 
main serious in their efforts to reach a consistent 
doctrine, and those who, like the two agile Eristics, 
derided patient intellectual effort of every kind. Where 
Protagoras raised doubts which it required Plato to 
settle, the two noble kinsmen would beget in their 
hearers either a scorn of philosophy (Euthydemus, 
304E) or a rapid acquisition of their own superficial 
dexterity (Id. 303 E). Plato observes that the two 
distinctive marks of Eristic disputation were their 
magnanimous disregard of all opinion, whether of the 
many or of the grave and reverend seigniors, and 
their inability to save their own doctrine in the 
general overturn of all truth (///. 303 c). While 
Protagoras would agree with them, indeed, in despis 
ing the opinions of the multitude, he differed from 
them in thinking that there was a real problem. 

The Protagoreans, who, as Plato paints them in the 
Thwrtcfus, only partially correspond to any actual 
personages, seem to be a mixture of Protagoras and 
the Eristics. Starting from the doctrine that man is 
the measure of all things, and using the illustration 
furnished by Protagoras, of the wind which is cold to 
him who feels it to be cold, and hot to him who feels 
it hot, they came to the conclusion that knowledge 
was sensible perception. They still employ the phrase 
" perception of reality " (ata-Otja-W T0l ~ WTOJ, TJicaefctiix, 
I.j2c), in which is embedded a distinction between 
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objective reality and subjective impressions, but they 
do not, as did Protagoras, preserve the distinction 
between better and worse experiences, sickly and 
vigorous sensations, the honourable and the evil, the 
wise and the foolish city (see above, p. 29), distinctions 
which were found in common opinion. In proportion 
as faith in accepted beliefs had relaxed, a more 
exclusive and intensive meaning had been given to 
sensible perception, until the union of sense and reality 
in the act of perceiving was lost sight of, and per 
ception almost if not entirely usurped the place of 
reality. In Plato s own words, sense (lua-Orja-i?) became 
knowledge (fTrivTi ifJu]} and appearances (TH (p(unt/j.tin) 
became the only existences (ru orru). 

It is possilile that the advocates of this view found 
supjMirt in such utterances of previous speculators as 
this from Kmpedocles, that "judgment changes with 
change in conditions," or " counsel springs up fur 
man by virtue of the matter before him " or, again, 
" as men themselves change, so changes likewise their 
thought." Parmenides, too, seems to have identified 
that which has judgment with the bodily organs, and 
Anaxagoras is credited with the doctrine that " to each 
man existences are as he supposes them to be " (Aris 
totle, Mrtftjth ysicx, in. "). 1009A; / x^-Wr ////, in. . .. 427 A). 
Putting these opinions alongside of the theory that man 
is the measure of all things, the Protagoreans concluded 
that the perception of each individual was for him 
knowledge. 

The extremists (// uKporurt} $, Aristotle, M&lt;t&lt;ij h. 
in. "&gt;. 101 0^) amongst this body of thinkers were 
those who, accepting from Heraditus the theory thai 
everything, both object and subject, is in process of 
change, inferred that the individual s perceptions were 
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themselves tor ever changing, and that the only 
standard of knowledge must be the perception of the 
moment. Cratylus, a follower of Heraclitus, carried 
this view one stage farther in his declaration that 
owing to the ceaseless flow of everything one could not 
get time to say anything, and that to speak at all was 
to speak falsely. The best which could be done, so he 
thought, was to point with the linger. He reproached 
his master for saying that no one could enter the same 
river twice, when, in point of fact, as all things were in 
perpetual unrest, no one could enter the river once. 
Against these followers of Protagoras and Heraclitus 
Plato directs one of his arguments in the Thractet us. 

Pmt another aspect of the theory of Protagoras, 
when attached to the oracular utterances of the 
Eristics, gave rise to a different though kindred 
hypothesis. He had with reservations maintained 
that to whom a thing seems to be, to him it is. In 
Plato s defence of him lie is made to say that " no one 
can think what is not," and that " no one can think 
falsely," since " no one can think otherwise than he 
feels, and what lie feels is always true" (Tht actctns, 
1G7 A). In fact, the doctrine of Protagoras contains 
the corollary that no opinion is false. Euthydemus, 
again, had in the most emphatic way argued that for 
all men all things exist in the same way at the same 
time and always (TTUO-I 7r&lt;n&gt;T(i O/ULOLW elvat a/ma KUI aei, 
Cratylus, 380 l&gt;), thus destroying at one blow all 
difference between truth and error. The intention of 
Plato throughout the whole of the Euthydcmm was to 
exhibit the hero of the dialogue as willing lightly to 
sacrifice the very possibility of truth, if only he could 
silence his opponent. Accordingly the disciples of 
Protagoras, putting two and two together, declared 
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that nothing can he false either in word or thought 
(Enth y/&lt; //&lt;//.s, 280 r, D ). This view, spreading, took a 
variety of forms, such as that contradictions or oppo- 
sites were hoth at the same time true, or that all 
things were at the same time hoth true and false. 

Although the advocates of this view trace it directly 
to 1 rntagoras and Euthydemus, they douhtless found 
support (Aristotle, Hfrtttjtli. ill. .". 100i)) in the state 
ment of Anaxagoras that "all is mixed with all," for, if 
all things are mixed in this way, nothing has any dis 
tinguishing marks, and truth hecomes the same as error. 
I)emocritus, too, contrihuted the assertion, "the full 
and the void exist alike in every part: the full is 
being, and the void not-being." If every object is at 
once hoth being and not-being, if it can he said of 
every object that it is and that it is not, contradictory 
statements are hoth true, and the opposite of any 
judgment whatsoever is as valid as the judgment. 
When the negative of every truth is true, neither 
truth nor false opinion is possible. This, the second 
hranch of the philosophy of the I rotagoreans, is also 
dealt with hy 1 lato in the T]ii&lt;(&lt;ttix } although, as 
Professor Campbell has pointed out, it is not in that 
dialogue attributed to them expressly. 4 

4 I rofeMHOr Camp)*:!! { J tn ih mt&lt;tn* of / Info, Introd., p. xxi\. 
and not- to 1. 10, p. Hi?) is disposed to question whether disciples of 
Protagoras held the doctrine that false opinion i inipoKaihle. He 
in aware that in tlie Kuthydetnua ( JS(&gt;c) the theory is ascribed hy 
I lato to the Hchool of Protagoras, hut axldu that it in generally 
associated with the name of Autiathenes. Professor Campbell ia 
probably right, if the designation "disciple of 1 rotagora.s " be 
applied only to him who maintains intact the view of his leader, but 
opinions do not at once gather into a school, and the phrase 
"disciple of Protagoras " may of necessity have been used by I lato 
with a comprehensiveness sufficient to include AntUtheues and 
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Plato s Criticism. Plato criticizes in turn both 
doctrines of the school of Protagoras: (1) the doctrine 
that sense is knowledge, and (2) the doctrine that 
false opinion has no existence. 

(I) Sense is knowledge. Plato attacks this view 
by coupling it with two others : () that no single thing 
exists by itself (ef i^ev CLVTO xuO CLVTO ovoev ecrr^, 
Thcaetetus, 152 D), and (I) the theory which he assigns 
to all the wise men of antiquity except Parmenides, 
but especially to Heraclitus, that all is becoming 
(ylyverai Travra, Id.). There seems to be something 
impregnable, Plato admits at the very outset, in the 
notion that each man s feelings are for him real. 
Aristotle, too, grants that in the province of pure 
perception, the perception of sweetness, for example, 
or any other direct sensible quality, there is no 
possibility of error (Mdapli. in. 5. 1010&; Psychology, 
in. 3. 427/&gt;, 428, 4286). Plato, however, if he 
be allowed to call in the assistance of Heraclitus, and 
particularly Cratylus, will not be afraid to assault the 
very citadel of the theory. 

If a thing cannot exist by itself, argues Plato, it 
must owe its existence, if existence can rightly be 
attributed to it, to some other thing, which in its turn 
lias no separate and distinct reality. This relation 
between one thing and another is said to be some form 
of activity. Hence the doctrine that a thing has no 
existence of its own, but exists only as it is connected 
with something else, is much the same as the doctrine 

Aristippus as well as more direct followers of the Sophist. Zeller 
may be said to confirm this opinion (Pre-Socradc Philosophy, n., 
p. 4(il, note 2) when he says that the phrase " elenctic God * (0eos 
(XeyxTiKos, Sojthiit, 216 n) is "intended for the Sophists perhaps in 
conjunction with Megarian and Cynic Eristics." 



that everything is in process of change. Applying 
this two-fold statement to pereeption, it results (/&lt;/. 
l"i. I K) that colour is not in the object or in the eye, 
hut is a relation between two changing things. Not 
only will the ]&gt;crception of one individual differ from 
that of every other, but no single man s perceptions 
remain the same for two moments of time. Hy the 
application of the maxim that all is motion (TO TT&lt;W 
&lt;ciV/oriv) to the theory that sense is knowledge, it is 
shown that no sensation, whether that of colour, 
sound, hardness or warmth, can be understood to have 
anv existence of its own (UI/TO K^^tf UUTO). The object, 
which is the agent, and the organ of sense, which is 
the patient, work in conjunction or else have no 
realitv at all. Su&lt;-h a Duality as whiteness or sweet 
ness, being never for two moments the same, and 
continually passing into that which it is not, cannot be 
called sweetness any more than its opposite. Since all 
permanence is rigidly tabooed, all sueh terms as 
being. existence, it, mine, this, and that. 
giving, as they do, a false notion of fixed and secure 
reality, must be deleted from our vocabulary. I lato 
thus concludes, in almost tin- very words of C ratylus, 
that if the theory of motion, in alliance with the theory 
of sense, be carried to its logical outcome, all speech is 
impossible. The fortress of perception i&gt; reduced to 
silence &lt; /&gt;/. lflMf7). 

Tlie argument, which I lato has thus outlined in the 
early |&gt;ages of the ThfftstctiiA, is again in substance 
traversed, after the theory that each man s opinion is 
the measure of reality has IKKJII dis|*&gt;scd of (179K), 
but nothing new is added on the negative side except 
an admission, a.s it would seem (183c) that the theory 
of perception need not be allied with the theory of 



1)0 THE THEAETETUS. 

change, and might, if the alliance were dropped, escape 
the criticisms to which it had been subjected. Aris 
totle, acting on the suggestion of Plato (Mctaph. ill. 5. 
10106; Psychology, 3. 4275, 428, 4286), analyzes 
sense-perception and the perceptive imagination ((pav- 
TGfcr/a) without any reference to the theory of motion. 
He has shown that perception is liable to error, when 
ever the separate sense passes beyond its own peculiar 
quality. In all cases of the imagination, sickness, for 
example, mental derangement or pure fancy, error is 
possible. In the second place, when perception is 
dealing with an object which is not special to one 
sense, but common to two or several senses, such as 
motion or magnitude, error intrudes. And, to cap the 
climax, if reality be confined to the simple perception, 
such as sweetness, it must leave out the perception of 
perception. But unless the perception of the percep 
tion be to some degree included in the perception 
itself, it is clearly impossible in perceiving to perceive 
that we perceive. We are not able to say then of 
what character the perception is, being reduced not to 
the dumb gesticulation of Cratylus, but to a stony 
stare. If, on the other hand, this deeper perception, or, 
as we may term it, consciousness of perception, be 
present, some such judgment as " this is sweetness," 
or " sweetness is to me," must be made, and with the 
introduction of the possibility of judgment comes like 
wise the possibility of error. 

Plato has in substance covered the ground so syste 
matically worked over by Aristotle. Distinguishing 
between two possible explanations of perception, per 
ception with the organs of sense and perception through 
the organs of sense, he maintains that all perceptive 
material passes through the sense organ to one single 
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central receptacle l/&u, 1S4H), which may he called 
tlie soul (^/"X&gt;/). To tliis conclusion he is forced by 
nn examination of the facts of experience. If the 
sense of taste were lodged within us in complete 
separation from the sense of touch, and no passage 
of communication ran from one to tin; other, nothing 
could he common (TO vom&gt; , lSfn) to both. lint in 
jMiint of fact we say of sweetness that it is, and also of 
hardness that it is. In so saying, we do not mean 
that there is one existence for sweetness and a totally 
different existence for hardness, but are thinking of one 
single existence, which is applicable in the same way 
to each. Not only is existence (TO taT&lt; , &gt;} nvmu, TO 
ttvui, ISfir) common to all perceptions of sense, but 
we perceive it to be common. Now, though a sense 
may be sole judge in its own province, it has no juris 
diction over the province of another sense. Hence it 
is not possible for any separate sense to judge that 
anything is common to it and another sense. Another 
faculty, not a separate sense-faculty at all, but a faculty 
standing in the same relation to sight as to hearing or 
touch, is required in order to account for the percep 
tion of a common attribute, and before this ulterior 
faculty all the separate sense-presentations must be 
tried. The question whether the various so-called 
sense-faculties are really faculties of a central organ 
need not here be raised, although Plato, when he says 
that the soul perceives through the eyes, ears, etc., 
plainly suggests an allirmative answer. I/et it be not 
only granted but urged, as Plato would say, that these 
Hense-faculties belong to the soul, it is nevertheless 
quite a different kind of soul-faculty which j&gt;erceives 
the common quality named existence. Nor does this 
new faculty require the aid of any sense-organ in 
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reaching this perception. The attribute of existence 
is the soul s peculiar possession, and the soul in per 
ceiving it puts into exercise its own inherent activity 
(avTtj fit (wrrjs). The same result is reached if we 
consider another fact of our experience. Granting 
that the soul or, to use Aristotle s term, the sense- 
judge (it is both sense, r0/o-i9, and the referee, TO 
Kpivov), perceives the quality of sweetness through 
the sense of taste and that of hardness through touch, 
it does not belong to either faculty to perceive that 
sweetness is different from hardness. 5 In order that 
this every-day comparison may be made, it is not 
enough to be possessed of simple perceptions ; we 
must have, likewise, the faculty of passing judgment 
upon them. This faculty must be other than a special 
sense-faculty, and stand to all sense-faculties in the 
same way. Likeness (TO ravrov) and difference. (TO 
erepov, ISoc), therefore, as well as existence, are of 
that class of things (TU KOIVU) which the soul perceives 
of itself. Had Plato carried his analysis further, 
and asked whether any sense, even when conn net 1 to 
its own peculiar territory, is able to discern between 
one impression and the next, without calling into 
play an activity other than mere sense, he might 
have made his case against the Protagoreans more 

" It would be, in fact, impossible for the faculty of taste, if kept 
in rigid isolation, to discriminate between sweetness and sourness, 
two matters of the same sensible nature, unless it be supposed that 
the simple faculty of taste is able not only to perceive sweetness, 
but to preserve the impression, after it has ceased to affect the 
organ, and then bring this stored-up impression into comparison 
with the perception that is present. The same point might be 
raised with regard to even two impressions of the same specific 
sense-quality, such as sweetness ; but Plato limits himself to the 
contrast between two sense-organs. 
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effective. Hut enough has been done to show what 
theory of knowledge I lato would substitute tor the 
doctrine of sense-perception. The soul or mind reaches 
knowledge when it grasps the nature of these common 
elements, being, not-being, the same, the other, whirl), 
though associated with perception (firi TTUITW TTU^C- 
~&lt;T&lt;U, ISO A), cannot themselves be perceived. These 
unchanging and universal elements of things are ideas 
or forms, and a projxjr disposition of these forms would 
be a philosophy of first principles. Whether this theory 
is in the last resort open to the charge that it is an 
escape from sense 7 rather than the complete reconcili 
ation of sense and thought, it is at least clear that 
philosophy, as understood by the I rotagoreuns, is a 
deliberate rejection of all the real problems of thought. 
It seeks a foothold by eliminating everything but the 
narrow space upon which the individual, conceived 
as merely perceptive, is for the bare moment able to 
stand. Its impulse is the removal of the reality which 
it sets out to account for, and the end of its philo- 
sophixing is that philosophy is vain. We are therefore 
left with the dumb desire to know, a desire which, 
aec trding to the 1 rotagorcans, is inexplicable and 
irrational. Now, so far at least as these agile specu 
lators were taken seriously, IMato brings philosophy 
bark to the sober path of belief in itself, and the 
gradual patient demonstration that this belief is well 

It \\ould have IM-.-H h till nearer the truth had P1.U-- -.n.l that 
every conceivable Mentation watt an act of coiiHciouinew, und that 
mere Henne, understood .t- MeiiHation without consciouanctt, i- 
im|x&gt;Hhil)le. Hut Hticli language would, &lt;m 1 think, ! out of 
keeping with I lato n philosophy. 

7 For the in- 1- -|M M,I. -i, t fac-ultien or or^tttin of KC-IIBV I lato r^htly 
NuoHtituU-H the central faculty of the oul, out the content* of 
thin f.i -ultv .ire till. even for him, Kicking in harmony. 
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founded. The ideas or forms which he enumerates 
in the Thmctctus give free play to all the scientific 
and philosophical investigations of his time. In their 
study of Being and Not-being, the heroes of the elder 
days, Parmenides and the steadfast gentry on the 
one side and the serried ranks of the river folk under 
Heraclitus on the other, however profoundly they may 
disagree, are alike justified in their general task. In 
the study of the One it is possible to continue the 
labours of Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Parmenides. In 
the reconciliation of Being with Not-being, of the One 
with the Many, Plato is carrying on the work of 
Empedocles, the Atomists and Anaxagoras. The more 
recent attempts to make clear the nature of good and 
evil are put on the same broad rational plane. We 
might call Plato s theory of ideas the Song of the open 
road, and say that once more in it wisdom is justified 
of all her children. 

So much at any rate Plato has here accomplished. 
The edifice, which is in the Theactetux planned, is 
erected in other dialogues, the Sophist, Statesman, 
Philcbus, Timacux and Lau-s, and in the course of the 
erection occur considerable changes in the original 
specifications, particularly in a more radical harmoniz 
ing of the world of being with the world of sense and 
change. But the faith that philosophy is an occupa 
tion for the maturest mind is already vindicated in the 
Theaetetus. 

(2) Having disposed of the philosophy of sense, 
Plato is free to deal with the Eristic contention that 
false opinion does not exist, or that contradictory 
statements about the same thing are both at the same 
time true (187B). He had already alluded to this 
theory (152), and had discussed the doctrine of Pro- 
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tagoras that to whom appears a tiling to him it is 
(170-170). But Protagoreans, or a Cynic offshoot 
from the Protagoreans, were utilizing the sayings of 
1 rota^oras to prove that error is impossible. A 
manifest implication of this view is that there is no 
distinction between chance every-day observations, the 
idola of the market-place as Bacon has named them, 
ami scientific truth. This theory, therefore, like the 
one which we have just considered, makes against 
all serious thought. 

This doctrine Plato had already permitted to expose 
its own nakedness in the Euthydemus There he had 
pointed out that, as according to Euthydemus the 
opposite of every statement is as true as the statement 
itself, the Eristic proposition that two contradictions 
are both true is no more true than its opjiositc. 
Hence Euthydemus, in stopping the mouths of all 
others, had most obligingly stopped his own (SO. iK). 
Plato further observed that an appearance of truth was 
gained for the Eristic hypothesis through its setting 
aside the beliefs which are embedded in public opinion 
(303 &lt;). By means of this arbitrary limitation the 
argument was deflected from a search for truth to a 
battle about words. No large human interest was 
either conserved or damaged, whichever way the 
fortunes of war inclined. When everything is ex 
cluded except frivolous disputation, it is logically 
absurd to take the question seriously. 

But in the Thfwtrtu* (187-201) the Eristic argu 
ment has a sufficient tincture of the method of 
Protagoras to permit of its being accorded a graver 
treatment. Besides, Plato now sees a way by means 
of positive criticism to enlarge his own view. Apart 
from elaborate details, his contention is that the mind 
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of man is a complex thing which cannot be divided 
into the two mutually exclusive compartments of 
Knowing and Xot-knowing, but must contain in addi 
tion an intermediate compartment partaking of the 
nature of both. By this larger way alone can justice 
be done to the facts of experience. 

The steps taken by Plato are briefly as follows : 
If we exclude the processes of learning and forgetting, 
which lie between Knowing and Not-knowing, it is 
impossible to prove the existence of false opinion. 
When we must either know or not-know a thing, we 
cannot confuse two things, both of which we know, or 
two things, neither of which we know, nor a thing we 
know with a tiling we do not know. Yet it is mani 
fest that false opinion (\^a^&gt;/9 r)ou, 187u) must have 
something to do with knowledge, and something, also, 
to do with ignorance. 

At this juncture Plato thinks it expedient to ivin- 
troduce the process of learning and forgetting, which 
he had for the moment laid to one side, and by so 
&lt;loing makes use of the fact of partial or imperfect 
knowledge 8 (191c). This fact he explains by two 
figures, in one of which lie compares the soul to a 
lump of wax and in the other to an aviary. When he 
claims that the waxen hearts of some people are hairy, 
foul, impure, too moist or too hard (194E), he is really 
seeking to show that some apprehensions of things are 
a mixture of truth and falsehood. This point he 
asserts more clearly when, by distinguishing between 
merely owning birds in an aviary and holding them in 

8 Not that Plato speaks of knowledge as partial. Opinion is 
the word he uses to describe the middle state of consciousness, 
which at one and the same time partook of the nature of know 
ledge and ignorance. 
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the hands (179n), he argues that possessing knowledge 
is not so perfect as having knowledge. False opinion 
might thus he said to be an imperfect form of know 
ledge. Although Plato does not lay down this doctrine, 
h- has suggested that in false opinion there is a posi 
tive element. It would he wrong to say that Plato is 
contending for decrees of truth or for the partial truth 
of error, since in his theory the element of sensation 
did not expand or develop, hut had rather to he struck 
out, if knowledge was to l&gt;e acquired. At the same 
time, false opinion has gained a lodgment in the ill- 
defined region lying between knowledge and ignorance, 
and Plato is henceforward committed to the doctrine 
that not-being or falsehood is a kind of reality. It 
this assertion could be satisfactorily proved instead of 
being hinted at by interesting comparisons, once more 
the distinction between imperfect opinion and science 
would lie justified, and philosophy would have again 
silenced its detractors. 

P.ut into what strange company the whirligig of the 
argument has drawn Plato ! At the beginning of the 
dialogue, the alliance between Heraclitus and a section 
of the Protagoreans is used to prove the inconsistency 
of sense and the realitv of eternal ideas. Not-being, 
with all its train, is in the cam]) of the enemy. Now, 
however, a change has occurred. The Krisiics, an 
extreme? wing of the Sophists, are themselves asserting 
that not-being is, as its name implies, really non 
existent, that falsehood is impossible, and that all 
opinions are true. In order to disprove this theory, 
Plato must champion the cause of not-being, and 
proceed to lay hands on his father, Parmenides, tin- 
great representative of tin; philosophy of being. To 
prove the reality of not-being is the task which the 
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Theactetus suggests, but does not undertake. This 
coping-stone of Plato s dialectic is raised into its 
place in the Sophist. 



CHAPTER IV. 
PLATO AND SOPHISTRY. 

AT the time when the Xojthixt was written, the views 
and peculiarities of individual Sophists had largely 
sunk out of sight, and the concern of Plato was to 
make clear their contribution to philosophy. Not 
Protagoras, although he, it is true, happens to be 
mentioned (232 n),or any other Sophist, but the tribe 
of Sophists (TO fyvXttv, 218 c), or, as we may say, the 
Sophistic spirit, 1 was the object of investigation. It 
has been thought that in this work the term " Sophist" 
is for the first time given a bad meaning: hut in this 
statement the opening pages of the dialogue, in which 
the jest against the Sophist is carried on, an- taken too 
seriously. Although the dramatic form of the dialogue 
has now for the most part disappeared, and Plato m&gt; 
longer seeks to bring forward characters in costume 
representing imperfect ideas, he yet intentionally at 
the outset deals with his subject in a more popular 

" We are not to mippoHc that I lato intended liy Htirh a dettcription 
to depict Protagorai or Gorgiaa, or even Thranymachui, who all turn 
out to le very jjood Bort of j&gt;eople when we know them, and all of 
them part on good terms with Socrates. lint he in |&gt;eakinK &lt;&gt;f a 
bcin^ a imaginary tm the wine man of the Stolen, and whone 
charaotei varicH in different dialo^ iiex. " Jo\vett, J h&gt; Jtin/tHftifi ni 
Plato. 3rd Kdition, Vol. i\., p. -Jsii. 
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way. At the same time the name " Sophist" has in 
the course of events rightly acquired an unsavoury 
meaning, since those, who now bear it, repeat words 
which have lost their significance. With them, as 
persons, Plato is not engaged. Whatever life yet belongs 
to the denial of error is found amongst the Cynics, and 
certain belligerent followers of himself, who worship 
at the shrine of Parmenides. Yet the contention that 
error is non-existent was first raised by Sophists, and 
under every disguise is rightly enough called by the 
name of Sophistry. 

( )nce more, then, is put the question : Is false 
opinion possible ? although it appears now under the 
form : Does not-being exist ? The Sophists and other 
theorizers, in denying the existence of false opinion, 
have denied the existence of not-being, and in so doing 
have invoked the authority of Parmenides. The 
Eleatic Stranger, to whom is entrusted the untilial 
office of criticizing the conclusions of the Eleatic 
school, seeks to prove that, in spite of all seeming 
contradictions, not-being has being. More depends on 
the issue of the argument than is at first apparent. 
Here is laid the foundation of the Timcu it*, which finds 
reason in the physical universe, and of the Philebus, 
which, anticipating the opening remarks of Aristotle s 
Ethics, looks for the Minimum honum in actual human 
life, and of the Laws, which witli humble contrition 
acknowledges the existence of reason in the political 
constitutions of the time. Whatever is final in the 
philosophy of Plato, his whole desire, however imper 
fectly fulfilled, to exhibit reason as the spirit of a 
universe at once visible and intelligible, has its basis 
in the exhaustive examination, conducted in the 
ifif, of being, rest, motion, the same and the other. 
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The aim &lt;&gt;f the Xry/f/.s/ is. in a word, to conceive of 
the different lac-tors of reality as belonging to a whole 
and yet as retaining their distinguishing features. If 
such a view of reality ran he shown to be the only 
intelligible one, the question of being and not-being is 
settled, as well as the difficulty regarding the existence 
of false opinion. With reference to being, the chief 
obstacle has hitherto been a lack of clearness as to its 
scope. Is it simply one factor in the whole ! Or is 
it the product of all the factors . Or is it both, 
according to the way in which it is conceived Again, 
as to not-being, is it the utter opponent of being, and 
in that case, as its name would seem to imply, is it an 
utter nonentity: Or is it oulv difference or partial 
opposition, requiring, in fact, the existence of some 
thing beyond it, embracing both it and being ! The 
problem may be stated in another way. Can we 
maintain the truth of the sentence " Not-being is." 
without laying ourselves open to the retort that it is 
absurd to call by the name of " N ot-bcing " what is 
only being in another form . These difficulties are not 
advanced capriciously by I lato, but are the burden &lt;t 
several existing philosophies, the aim of all of which 
without exception is to prove either that unity 
excludes multiplicity, and identity difference, or on 
the other hand, that multiplicity and difference exclude 
unity. In unyea.se philosophy, whose watchword had 
either now for I lato become, or was rapidly becoming. 
participation, communion, harmony, proportion or 
measure, would be deprived of its function. Hut 
I lato was not only not prepared to admit the defeat 
of philosophy at the hands of these one-sided schools, 
but, by virtue of his doctrine &lt;if communion, was 
determined to use their onesidedness to deepen his 



\ 
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conception of reality. By proving the existence of 
false opinion he would at one and the same time 
champion the cause of philosophy against Sophistry, 
and also make a place for Sophistry in the history of 
philosophy. 

Statement of the View that Not-being has no 
existence. Before Plato can be assured that opposite 
ideas participate in one another and, there fore, contribute 
to a diversified whole, he must disprove the contrary 
hypothesis, and, first of all, as is his custom, he states 
the view he intends to criticize (Sophist 237-241). 
He quotes, to begin with, the saying of Parmenides, 
" Never will you show that not-being is," 2 and attri 
butes to him the following defence. If not-being is, 
it must either be something, to which something else 
can be referred, or it must itself be referred to some 
thing ; it must be a subject or an attribute. But 
non-existence cannot be referred to being without 
contradicting the nature of being, and it is equally 
absurd to suppose that with regard to not- being, which 
is not-something or nothing, any intelligible remark 
can be made at all. Xot-being is, therefore, unthink 
able, unutterable, unspeakable, indescribable (aSiavorjrov 
apprjTOv, achOeyTOv, aXoyov, 238 c). Indeed, the 
statement just made is an illustration of the impossi 
bility of speaking of not-being rationally, since the 
phrase not- being (TO /mrj ov) and the terms "unthinkable, 
etc," all presuppose that to not-being can be ascribed 
one of the most real of things, namely unity. So 
much may fairly be put into the mouth of Parmenides. 
But the nimble Sophist, innocent of the need of 
consistency, makes a sudden volte-face, when he is 

-"This shall never be shown, that the things that are not are." 
Bin-net, Early Gre.tk Philosophy, p. 185. 
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called an image-maker, and argues that any definition 
whatsoever of image (*&w&gt;\ov) must imply the reality 
of the image, and that, although the existence of not- 
being is proved in this way, it is proved only by an 
argument which makes not-being wholly identical 
with being. Accordingly it can still be claimed that 
it, as the negative of being, has no existence. Thus 
the Sophist has two strings to his how: // ) lie will 
prove not-being unthinkable, or (//) he will prove that 
it has the exact value of being ; and with either proof 
he wins the point that not-being and false opinion do 
not, as such, exist. 

Plato s Refutation. &lt; 1 &gt; Criticism of Parmenides 
( - 42). As the Sophist has taken shelter under the 
aegis of Parmenides, it is necessary to see how far 
the philosophy of being is able to furnish him witli 
protection. It must be asked, What does Parmenides 
mean by being, in that strict sense in which it is said 
by him to exclude the possibility of not-being /:! 
Plato subjects the conception of being to a close 
analysis, in the course of which he maintains the 
following propositions : ( 1 ) unity TO &lt;"V; cannot be 
applied to being, without introducing an element of 
difference, if it be no more than the difference of two 
names. But difference destroys the sameness charac 
teristic of pure being. (2) Parmenides is guilty of 
a second inconsistency in saying that being is a whole 
(t"i\oi&gt;, 244 C), " like unto the fulness of a well-rounded 
sphere, equally balanced from the centre on every 
side." According to this description being is a whole 
having many parts; and yet it is at the same time 

3 Hurnet H KnrlyUmk / hit nofihy, pp. iH. Ms!), cnnUiim a trans 
lation of the fragment* which remain to UK of tin- philosophy of 
I armenide*. 
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said to be indivisible (a/mepes, 245 A). If the theory of 
Parmenides is to be consistent, it cannot regard pure 
being as a whole, (o) But a whole is such that there 
exists between its parts a relation which we may 
perhaps call dynamic. 4 By means of this relation each 
several part acts upon the others and is acted upon by 
them, and this reciprocity in doing and suffering is 
what is meant by becoming (yevecrdai, 245 D). The 
quality of becoming thus belongs exclusively to wholes, 
and cannot therefore belong to being. (4) Quantity, 
too, (TTOCTOV TI, 245 D), is a conception inapplicable to 
being, in the severest sense of the word, since all 
quantity is a whole of its parts. (5) But the most 
unkindest cut of all is the argument by which the 
being of Parmenides, as it is not the whole, is hurled 
headlong from its place of supreme reality to become 
one of a number of subordinate elements. To the 
higher being is given the name existence (ova-la, 
245 D) ; and the secret of the whole dialogue is for a 
brief moment exposed to view, when it is suggested 
that there is being (ova-la) above being (TO ov\ and 
that the being, which is supreme, reconciles the lower 
being with all its opposites. 

The point of Plato s criticism of Parmenides lies 
in this that the more strictly being is conceived, the 
less and less real it becomes, while the world outside 
of it, the world of not-being, grows in a corresponding 
ratio. In the end, to say what being really is, if 
indeed it is anything at all, will be, as Plato quietly 
remarks, a matter of endless difficulty. But he passes 
quickly on to disclose the next act in the tragedy of being. 

Plato s Refutation. (2) Materialists and Ideal- 

1 SiW/uis is the word used afterwards by Plato (248 r) to describe 
both action (TO iroitiv) and passion (TO TracTx?" ). 
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ists ( L 4(j-L 4 .M. The conception that opjxjsites are 
not utter contradictories is brought out more fully in 
1 lato s criticism of two opposing schools of thought, 
those who believe in nothing but body or matter 
(Tr. uu, 24G A), ami those who believe that forms alone 
art- real (" the friends of forms," TOI S- TU&gt;V ciS(ln&gt; 
&lt;/&gt;/.\ev, IMS A). Already ( 24 2 c) 1 lato had casually 
mentioned that many philosophers (Xenophanes, Hera- 
clitus, Kmpedocles) hail insisted upon tin- existence 
of at least two principles which were at war with 
each other. P&gt;ut now two contradictory ideas are to 
be the battle-cries of two contending hosts. A 
momentous simple, is to take place between giants 
and gods, as the upholders of matter and the sup 
porters of ideas are respectively called, the upshot of 
which will le the rout of both factions and a more 
complete announcement by I lato of his own theory. 

of the materialists IMato says (L 40 K) that if in 
addition to body they could be induced to admit 
the existence of the soul and of justice and injustice 
as characteristics of soul, they would be applying the 
term "existence " to what was incorporeal as well as to 
body. We might then ask them, what is meant by 
that existence, which includes both the corporeal ami 
the incor}M&gt;rcal * In answering this question, which 
no confirmed materialist could understand, 1 lato again 
drops a gulden hint of his own theory. Being or 
existence, he says, is faculty, power or possibility (&lt;** 
iTTii 1 or* aXAo T&lt; TT/\; otVu/Lu?, 247 K), whether of 
acting or of being acted upon. Hence, as we may fairly 
infer, soul and body are a unity of these two faculties. 
1 lato now cross- questions the friends of ideas, who 
separate; essence or existence from generation or 
becoming, and maintain that we participate in genera- 

K 
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tion with the body and by perception, but in existence 
by thought (Siu \oyifrfjiou). Plato at once sees that 
the idealists, as we may name them, in using the same 
term "participation" (TO Kotvwveiv, 248 A) to describe 
our attitude towards the two distinct worlds of exist 
ence (owria) and generation (*y/ris), had, without 
intending it, brought together what they held to be 
separate. What is participation ? he asks. Is it 
power? If so, the believers in matter and the believers 
in form have a common principle. But the reply 
is made by the idealists that if participation is power, 
either active or passive, it belongs not to being but 
wholly to becoming. This answer brings the advocates 
of ideas into a parlous state, since knowing cannot be 
otherwise defined than as the active participation of 
thought in being. To banish all participation from 
being is likewise to banish motion (Kivtjcris), soul (^f" X&gt;/), 
life (&lt;JaJ), thought (&lt;ppovii(ris), and mind (vov$). Being 
is thus left in the dreary solitude, to which the 
principle of Parmenides had already been consigned. 
We must think of it, says Plato, as perched upon a 
pedestal in absolute isolation, eternal and unchange 
able, to be gazed at in awed silence. The only way to 
escape this conclusion is to grant that being partici 
pates in mind. Then with mind comes life ; with 
mind and life comes soul, and with these motion. 
Xothing can prevent the rabble of not-being from 
invading the sanctuary of being. Here, then, is the 
alternative: (1) either deny participation entirely, 
deny all communion of the world of being with 
the world of motion, or (2) grant that the least 
measure of participation of being with mind involves 
necessarily action and passion with all their train. 
It is impossible to do as " the gods " desired, namely, 
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in maintain participation as a tact, and yet reject its 
inevitable consequences. Accordingly, under being 
IOJT) we must include motion as well as that which 
is moved (Mi/ym and m VMOC/*&lt;IOI. J40 I;), and admit 
that it then- is no motion there is no mind. 

I .ut there is another side to the question. It has, 
so it Would seem, just heen proved that motion is. 
lint I lato is hy no means prepared to abandon his 
rase against the " river-folk." which he had luiilt up in 
the Tin in t&gt; fa*. It is true that the argument in the 
&gt;s ,y ( ///.s/ l., ( ,ks in a ditl eivnt direction, since I lato is 
here lient upon estal dishing the existence of motion. 
lnt motion is not l&gt;v anv means to dislodge rest. So 
I lato. keeping the dialectical balance true, say* that 
the absence of rest is tjuite as fatal to knowledge as 
the absence of motion. AS if rehearsing a well-known 
argument he merely &gt;ays that if all things are in 
motion, mind must be withdrawn from the list of 
realities V T^I tii-rw). and thai he wlio would thus 
de-trov knowledge, would onlv stultify himself by 
seeking to jrove anything at all/ 

A philosopher, feeling the force of the argument for 
the reality of motion, and also for the reality of rest 
&lt;r fixity (TTUTJV, Ii49 ), will be inclined to insist that 
neither the giants an- right, when they set being in 
motion on all sides (TOT T m &lt; Trarrn^y TO in- AM 01 JTOM ), 
nor tlje u r "&lt;ls, when they say that the whole is tixed 
(TO TTKJ &gt; TT;&lt;CI V ). In attemjitinu to detine being and 
the all (TO TT/ U ), philosopliers, instead of siding with 
the faction contending for fixity (ruriWni) or tlie faction 
contending for motion (KfKtvrinivn), will, like children, 
beg for Hnth nt itni-i (vvnfJL(boTtpu, J40, I&gt;). 

- It in irviilunt tliat Plato countit on an o (juaintancf with the 
M-anonm^ of th&lt;- Thmttftu.* (see alx&gt;vc p. 49). 
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Plato s Refutation. (3) The Separatists. Just 
as the discussion seems to have readied a natural 
close, another school of thinkers, headed probably by 
Antisthenes, insists upon being heard ; and Plato, who 
is no friend of hasty conclusions, willingly accedes to 
their demand. Antisthenes, with a cunning inherited 
perhaps from the Eleatic Zeno, has astonished the 
ordinary consciousness by his declaration that it is 
impossible, at least on a basis of reason, to say that 
Socrates is good, or indeed that anything is anything 
else. He grants, with a fatal lapse of logical acute- 
ness, that one may say " man is " and " good is," but 
the sentence, " man is good " is, according to his 
theory, an unjustifiable mixing of two separate things. 
Plato, however, had just been saying that motion and 
rest must in some way come together, and had there 
fore been expounding a different principle. Still he 
cannot be said to have secured himself in the posses 
sion of this principle, or even made its meaning quite 
clear to himself, until he has crossed swords with the 
redoubtable Cynic. 

Plato at once insists upon taking Antisthenes at his 
word; if there is to be separation, let there be separ 
ation. What then ? The result is that every theory 
without exception is destroyed. (1) Those who main 
tain that all is in motion (252 A) mix existence with 
motion, and have, therefore, violated the doctrine of 
absolute isolation. (2) Those who maintain that the 
all is at rest are in a similar case. (3) Equally 
absurd is the famous theory of immutable and ever 
lasting forms. (4) If there is no mixing (ervju/uuj-is, 
252 B), those who divide the original one into an 
infinite number of parts, and those who form a whole 
out of a number of elements are also at fault. (5) 



PLATO AM) SOPHISTRY. W 

With ;i tine irony Plato indicates the admirable 
impartiality of the theory wliich overthrows itself in 
overthrowing others. If the upholders of separation 
had 1-eeii concerned to maintain their theory, they 
would have been dumb, for even to say that man is 
or u r "od is unlawfully mingles existence with man 
and _ oid. Indeed in any kind of discourse (\oyov) 
Mich words as to be (rn-n/), apart (^oyj/s 1 ), and in 
itsell u-nfJ &lt;a/To) must be used as connecting links, so 
that the theory of separation makes impossible all 
intelligible discourse, even that discourse bv which it 
seeks to make ^ood its own claims. With all his 
logical acumen Antistheiies failed to discern that his 
verv password, apart or separate; was his Shibboleth, 
since it implies some sort of collection of independent 
units, and, therefore, mixes the one with the many, 
uniting ideas bv way of difference. 

I .ut this argument has its obverse. If the doctrine 
of universal separation is self-contradictory in that it 
virtually asserts the existence of relation while ex 
pressly denying all relation, the doctrine of universal 
communion, in that it wipes out all distinctions, is 
equally fallacious. If it be absurd to deny that 
existence can be attributed to rest or motion, it is 
equally absurd to maintain that existence, rest, and 
motion are all absolutely identical. In this theorv of 
utter identity it is impossible to account for the 
difference of names. Since it and the opjxsin^ theory 
of utter separation cancel each other, the way is left 
dear at last for Plato s own conception. 

Plato s Refutation. (4 Outline of his own doc 
trine. The entire absence of communion and the entire 
universality of communion having been both shown to 
be untenable, there remains the alternative that Home 
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ideas communicate with some, and some do not. This 
position Plato is now able to state and develop, taking 
as typical forms, being, rest, motion, same and other. 
If we were to adopt a single word to describe Plato s 
view, it would be the word system. Dialectic is a 
system of kinds or classes" (yevtj, 25o r,). The word 
system preserves the differences of the ideas, while at 
the same time maintaining their unity. The uniting 
bonds, specially emphasi/ed by Plato in this system, are 
(tt) being (257 E), (b) other or not-being (257 E), and 
(c) the same (256 A). Motion, for example, is, and 
must therefore share in being ; it is other than rest, 
and therefore shares in other ; it shares in the same, 
because it is self-identical [literally : " being in relation 
to itself (TTjOo? eavTi iv) through its sharing in the 
same" (Sia T//I /u-cOe^tv rue-rot", 256 A)]. Hence 
difference is, as we may say, an organic element of the 
system. Without it all the classes would run together 
into a hopeless mass, which would necessarily elude all 
definition, as Plato has already shown in his criticism 
of Parmenides. Further, the whole, which is the 
necessary union of the parts, is not to be confounded 
with any single part, and must, therefore, be more than 
pure being. Plato is not now afraid that this view 
will lead to the denial of the reality of the whole, since 
he has already proved that any two classes in com 
munion are different from these classes in separation, 
even although existence may be applied in some sense 
to each class. The whole or unity of classes, though 
distinguished from the class named being, therefore 
exists, and that, too, in a sense in which no special 
class can be said to exist. Hence being is after all a 

Here the word 7fVos is the complete equivalent of the word ddos. 
See Campbell s .S op/t/.s/c.s ant I Politicn* of Plato, p. 144, note to 1. 7. 
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peculiar term, since ii must be interpreted in one way 
when regarded as a special class, and in another way 
when regarded as tlie whole. In the second case it 
can he called al isolate (TOT OVTWV TU fjitv aura KuO 
ui -ru iTi i io and in the first case relative (TU oe TT^OV 

ri/\\/\). 

\\ e mav depart for a moment from the text of Plato 
to illustrate his conception of the relation of being, 
which is over all, to beinij which is a part. The lower 
orders of life provide man with food and clothing. 
Hut the real relation of man to plants and animals is 
understood only when all living things are seen to 
have their meaning in the Supreme Reality, in which 
all tilings, animate and inanimate, have their being. In 
this view the distinction lietween higher and lower orders 
of existence is not ignored, hut it is subordinated to the 
coin eption of the universe as a single intelligible whole. 

With a sense of achievement, Plato now calls 
attention to what has in the process of his splendid 
exposition justified itself. Not-being, like being, has 
Ix en undergoing a silent transformation. It has 
abandoned its policy of seclusion, and become a willing 
partner of the other classes in the absolute whole. 
Indeed it has made the idea of a partnership possible. 
As every class, though partaking of being, is other 
than being, it follows that not-being necessarily exists 
"VsTTii 1 ti pit ut uyKW TO fJi&gt;i or, L ."G I&gt;). It is, there- 
tori-, not the opposite or utter negation (fvavriov TI, 
J"7 ! ) of being, but only the other (iTtfun 1 fu wov, 257 
it) or the contrasted existence (uvriBfcrts, Ii58 H). 
Hence without the existence of not-being a system of 
forms could not In* conceived. 

&lt; &gt;nce more, then, patiently and dispassionately 
Plato has sifted the arguments brought forward against 
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the possibility of philosophy, and not only vindicated 
philosophy but enriched it by the process. Under his 
guidance philosophy entered this long controversy 
much like the lumps of meat which were thrown into 
the valley described by Sinbad, and it came forth from 
the controversy like the same meat bedecked with 
gems. While it cannot be said that Plato has left 
nothing for subsequent philosophers to do, he has none 
the less pointed out a method which has permanent value, 
and by means of it proved his conclusion that differences 
are united in the absolute unity, in which even the 
theories denying its reality are awarded their fitting niche. 

What has Plato more to say of this absolute reality? 
{) In the remainder of the dialogue he argues that it 
is a graded whole. -At some length he draws out the 
distinction between things made by God and those 
made by man, again dividing the things made by God 
into real objects and shadows in water and polished 
surfaces, and the things made by man into real articles 
and images, such as paintings and drawings. Which 
things are a parable. The philosopher is concerned 
with being, as it manifests itself in all things, great or 
small. The Sophist mistakes a mere image or imitation 
for the reality. Both of them are in a sense concerned 
with being, but the philosopher is looking at being in 
its entirety, while the Sophist is looking at some partial 
and imperfect embodiment of it, which, when compared 
with the whole, can rightly be defined as not-being. 

(1) In the Timacu* the principles of the Soph-ist are 
-shown to be the constituent elements of the universe. 
The universe is a living creature with soul and mind 
(Timacus, 30 B), and the soul is composed of three 
elements (35 A): (1) the indivisible or the same, 
(2) that which becomes, being in connection with 
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bodies, and is divisible, and (3) essence (owr/a). The 
third element seem.&gt; to lie such a unity of the first and 
second as to establish a harmony (o-iM ^/xoTTfur, i 55 H, 
&lt;-f. also .\~ A). Here, as in the So])hixt, the object of 
Plato, in discussing beiiiLj and not-beini, , same and 
other, is not to connect form or idea with the material 
world, bnt to present such a conception of lining, in the 
true&gt;t sense of the term, as will inevitably involve the 
reality of the visible material universe. The world of 
sense, which had been despised by Parmenides and 
the " friends of ideas," is now seen to be the world of 
becoming or motion, which implies beim, . Hence 
Plato s aim is to present a conception of existence, 
which by the fact of its harmonizing opposing prin 
ciples, exhibits the universe as a whole, whose parts or 
elements are necessarily related. Such a conception is 
that of existence loirr/a) in the Tunam*, a conception 
of which we may broadly say that in it reality is 
interpreted as the completion of all its elements. 7 

7 In another pannage of thiw dialogue (Tini i it*, 41 i&gt;) tin- noul of 
Mian IH Hai&lt;l to be* coinjKjhed of the Hiime rl.-m.-nts ;is the &gt;"iil ot the 
universe, namclv the name (rai rov), the f&gt;ther (Odrtpov), ami t-x- 
iHtcnce (oiVt a). Than 1 lato applies IUH concept ion of harmony to 
reason ano! apj&gt;etite. Indeed, incaitiire or harmony in the mayic 
-oncepti&lt;n, which of all antagoniatic principle* itnd theories makes 
"one reconcilement." In the / /ii/r //MX wisdom re&lt;|iiireH to mix &gt;\ith 
pleuHtire in order to result in the well-proportioned life. The watch 
word of the whole of the Ttinmu.* may lx % taken to IK- 
" Rugh-mooth let ylolie IK,- 

Mixed in. in M existence ; 

and the mixture, in the case of both glolx- and human life, i lato 
i e^ ardu an more complete than either element in ibt isolated purity. 
Further, not only ought the true {nditical -t.it&lt;- to preserve the 
mean (p.i&lt;iov t /&lt;/, vi. 1 tft K) between monarchy ami democracy, 
l&gt;ut justice iUii-lf is defined a* the preservation of a proportion (M^/xa, 
Aairx, vi. 7. r )7 ), which i at once the equality belonging to nature 
(r6 *ord (fH w laov, Isiir* t vi. 7"7 l&gt;), and the judgment of /en* I A6f 
xpiait, A nri, vi. 7"&gt;7 !) 
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Supplement. The conception of completion, which 
cannot be said to be a prominent aspect of being, as 
interpreted in the Sophist, comes out more clearly in 
the proof of the existence of the gods (Lawn, x.). As 
has been already pointed out (see above, p. 21), Plato 
sought to justify the religious instincts of Greece 
against the Sophistic negation of religion, and also 
incidentally to set aside the popular creeds. He was 
perhaps not the first to see the problem in this two 
fold light. Xot to mention the early philosophers, who, 
while mainly negative as regards the forms of Greek 
belief, framed a conception of reality which may be 
called religious, 8 the Greek dramatists were consciously 
seeking to reconstruct their religion. In the tragedies 
of Euripides, the most reflectively critical of the 
dramatists, this purpose comes out with greatest 
clearness. In the lines spoken by Heracles, with 
whom in his tragic solitude the solitary poet has deep 
sympathy, Euripides both criticizes current mythology 
and suggests a higher view. Heracles says 

" I neither fancy gods love lawless beds, 
Nor that with chains they hind each other s hands 
Have I judged worthy faith, at any time ; 
Xor shall 1 be persuaded one is born 
His fellow s master ! Since God stands in need, 
If He is really God of naught at all. 
These are the poet s pitiful conceits." 11 

"It is not advisable to call the early philosophers of Greece 
materialists. A materialist is, I suppose, one who sets up as the 
ultimate reality matter in some form, as opposed to and exclusive of 
mind, the distinction between matter and mind being essential to 
the theory. But in the naive systems of the first Greek thinkers 
this distinction had no place. 

!1 These lines are from Browning s translation of " the perfect 
piece," embodied in his Aristophanes Apology, Hpa.K\TJs Matj^/xei/oj, 
11. 1344-134!). You might suppose that they were taken from the 
third book of the famhd r of 1 lato. 
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With these line-* in &lt;&gt;m- mind it is hardly ]&gt;ossihle 
not to sc- in the /////////// the poet s conception &gt;r 
a pure religion. The theory that the llnci-lun- is ;i 
palinode would thu&gt; lie true at least to the extent 
that Kuripides in his mature thought sympathized 
with the religious feelings of his countrymen, even 
though he continued to reject their creeds. Of Plato, 
too, with some lack of insight it has lieen said that 
in his old a^e he fell hack upon popular ideas, when 
in point of fact he simply illustrates in his intellectual 
Ljrowth the principle of his own philosophy, that a 
complete interpretation of what is cannot exclude the 
eommon consciousness. 10 

After having explicitly Mated that his ohject was to 
defend the ancient opinion that there are -^ods (l.mrx. 
x. SDO li against the theories of manv "wise men 
of all times, who aru ue that there are no Ljods except 
in the delusions and laws of men (/&lt;/. x. SS! K I, 
Plato founds his proof of their reality upon the nature 
of motion, of motion there are ten kinds, which may 
for convenience lie reduced to two: ( 1 ) that which 
moves other things l.ut not itself, and ( 2} that which 
moves itself and others. The second, says Plato, is 
Holder than the lirst, and prior to it in time. His 
point may he put in this way. Suppose the cause 
of any phenomenon, 1), to he ( , then, in order to gel 
a complete explanation of I), we must discover the 
cause of ( , namelv I ., ami the cause of 15, and so 
"ii. P.ut to Plato it was clear that this process was 
futile, since hv it the explanation sought lor was hem;.; 

H- .. 1, .i!-, UvaUJM he nought to interpret nithi-r tli.m (LKHUI! 
uh.it i-vi- fl. li.ii l..-&lt;-n .1.-. ii-&lt;-.| of hiiviii^; a|M)tlu-&lt;&gt;Hi/-l in lu- 
f h i/it-H jih y of t!i&lt;i/it tlu- |M&gt;litirul coiiHtitution &gt;{ hin nwn tinii-. Ki 
a tru-r \ i-w llnHanijuct ii Th / /n7o.o/&lt;/u .-a/ Th&gt;ry ol thr Slnlr , 
hup. \. 
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continually postponed. The motion which could in 
this way only move another, while itself requiring 
some third thing in order to move it in its turn, was 
inferior to the motion which in moving others could 
move itself. When we reach a thing which moves 
not only another but also itself, the backward process 
comes of necessity to a starting point, and this happens 
in the case of the highest kind of motion, namely self- 
motion (TO eauTo Kiveiv, I&lt;1. 896 A). Now soul is 
motion which can move itself (ri]v Suvajmcv^v (iimjv 
&lt;wT))v Kiveiv Kivrjcriv, I&lt;1, 890 A). Therefore the cause 
of no phenomenon can be given without referring in 
the last resort to soul. It is the first origin and 
moving power (TIJV Trpwryv yeveviv KUI Kivrjcriv, Id.) of 
all that is or has become or will be, and their 
contraries, and also the cause or source (airia) of 
change and motion in all tilings. Such a soul is 
really a god, and there is truth in the old philosopher s 
remark that all things are full of gods. 

I&gt;ut Plato is manifestly anxious that the soul or 
first cause should not be regarded as an initial 
unintelligent force, out of all relation to the present 
world. Hence he immediately supplements his con 
ception of soul as self-moved and self-mover with an 
account of all the higher qualities which belong 
to the very nature of soul. 11 These qualities are 
" characters, manners, wishes, reasonings, true opinions, 
reflections, recollections (TpoTroi Se K(U 7/0&gt;] K&lt;U (3ov\ij- 
rre/9 KCU Xoyicrjuioi K&lt;U odPai aXrjSeis e7ri/u.e\i&lt;ii re 
*&lt;u fj.vtjfj.ai, Id. 896 c), qualities by virtue of which 
it regulates and brings to order all the affairs of 

11 This is perhaps the foundation for Aristotle s distinction of soul 
us first actuality of body from reason as a higher actuality or 
actuality of an actuality. 
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huiiiaii lit r. Further the lloor of heaven even more 
than tin; drama of life proves the existence of an 
intelligence, without which the sun and stars "could 
never have moved with a numerical exactness so 
wonderful " (L nr* xii. OG7 it). So I lato, recurring to 
the jiroof of the existence of the gods, and fearing, as 
it would seem, that the second factor in the proof 
h.vd not been made sufficiently prominent, says (/&lt;/. 
xii. OGG D), "There are two things which lead men 
to believe in the gods (trtfu OKW tt\- -TTITTII). ( )ne is 
the argument about the soul which has already been 
mentioned, that it is the oldest and most divine of all 
things; the other was an argument from the order 
of the motion of the stars, ami of all things under the 
dominion of the mind, which ordered the universe " 
(*yK(ntTt]\- yoi/v TO &lt;n em** A. oT/ji//Mf&lt;s ). It is natural 
for Plato at this juncture to acknowledge the value of 
the philosophy of Anaxagoras, who had ventured the 
conjecture that mind was the orderer of the universe. 
According to the idea of order, which belongs to the 
very nature of mind, all the events of the world, past, 
present or future, must In; thought of as fitting 
together in such a way that past and future are in 
a manner present. Hut the conception, according l " 
which future events are present in the sense that they 
are necessarily contained in an arranging mind, is the 
conception of final cause. Plato, therefore, conceives 
of (iod not as first cause, originating in the remote past 
a world, in which he has ceased to be concerned, but 
rather Jts the ultimate product, as alpha and omega 
in one. Beginning with the reality of motion, an 
idea which had been gained only by a toilsome climb 
in the ,s /y */&lt;/.&lt;/ of the logical Hill Ditliculty (/&gt; / &lt;i.tjn-nt 
(ul nstrn, " winning comes by strife"), Plato ha,s passed 
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to the higher idea of self-motion, by means of which 
he is enabled in the Timaeus (o2 c-34 A) to regard 
the universe as an animal ( shall we say " an 
organism"?), and now, coupling self-motion with mind, 
as the principle of order, he attains in substance to 
the conception of God, not as cause but as final cause. 
In this hurried sketch of Plato s proof it is not 
possible to discuss the difference between it and his 
earlier views set forth in the JiCjiulUc, or his treatment 
of good and evil, or his idea that the heavens are 
a higher revelation of Clod than human life, points 
which require to be explained if his conception of the 
Gods is to be made complete. lUit in a study of the 
Suphistic philosophy, as it works itself out in Plato s 
thought, it is perhaps enough to have shown that 
it helped Plato to reach the conception of existence as 
a whole transcending all antagonisms, as an organic 
whole, and as active intelligence. 



TIIKAKTK ITS. 

/ /;/, &gt; -o.v.v /y/- ////; lUM.nnt l-:. 

SUCKATKS. THKoDoKrs. THKAKTKTt S. 



A /. Mavr you coin. tVnin tin- cnuntry ju^t imw. 142 

TTl)sioll, )! N MiH- tllin- a^i 

/ /. Suiiit- littlt- tiiin- a^o: ami I was looking I ur 
yu in tin- a^ura ami \v&lt;imlTin^ tliat I coul&lt;l mt tin&lt;l 
you. 

A ". I was not insili- tin- city. 

/ /. \\ lic]-c WTI- \-oii 

h u. I was walking towards tin- harlxxir, ami I 
calm- upon I lu-at tt-t us wlio \\ - as )&gt;-iu&lt;^ rarrinl iVom 
tin- oainji at ( oriutli towanis Atlinis. 

T,r Aliv or.l.-a.l . 

En. Alivt- l)Ut vn-y w-ak, for h&lt;- ha&lt;l IM-.-H woiiinlrd. B 
ami ln siilrs \vas ti oulilfl with the disease which is 
prevalent in the army. 

TI f. The ilysfiitfrv 

A //. Yes. 

i- 1\ \\ ell, a hra\ e man has lalN-n ! 

Hit. Noble and ^&lt;xxl, (vaAo i T *ut iy&lt;^o ), ami just 
now I heard some persons highly praising liis conduct 
in the Imttle. 

Jt r. Naturallv: indeed I should IM- surprised to 
hear any other re|x&gt;rt of his In-haviour. But how is 
it that he did not stay hen- in Me^ara C 
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En. He was eager to get home. Indeed I advised 
and urged him to stay, but he would not. So I saw 
him some distance on his way, and, as I returned, J 
called to mind what Socrates had predicted of him, 
and was struck with the wonderful way in which this 
forecast, like many another made by Socrates, had 
come true. Shortly before his death, as 1 remember, 
he met Theaetetus, who was a young man then, and, 
becoming acquainted with him in the course of a 
onceived a strong admiration for his char- 
I went to Athens, he repeated to me his 
Theaetetus, which was well worth 
id said then that the youth, if he lived, 
irely be famous. 

His words have come true, as you said. But 
what did t-hey talk about . Can you repeat it { 

En. No indeed, not off-hand. 1 made notes of it 
143 from memory as soon as I got home, and afterwards 
at my leisure I wrote it out more fully. Whenever I 
went to Athens I questioned Socrates about what I 
had forgotten, and when 1 came home I filled in the 
blanks : so that now I have the whole dialogue almost 
word for word. 

TCI . Indeed I have heard you say that before, and 
have always intended to ask you to show me the 
dialogue, but have neglected to do so. Besides, as [ 
have just come from the country, 1 would enjoy a 
rest. 

B Ev.. And I, too, shall be glad to rest, as I escorted 
Theaetetus as far as Erineum. Therefore let us in, 
and, while we rest, my slave will read to us the 
dialogue. 

Tvr. A welcome proposal. 

En. Here, Terpsion, is the manuscript. I wrote the 
dialogue not exactly as Socrates repeated it to me, 
but as though he were actually conversing with those 
with whom he had the discussion, namely Theaetetus 
and Theodoras the geometrician. I adopted this plan 
C in order that I might be able to omit the frequent 
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repetition of connecting words, such for example as 
tin- phrase I sai&lt;l or I askr&lt;l when Socrates spoke, 
ami the phrase He agreed or He did not a^ree of 
liim who ^ r ave tlie answer. I have left out all that, 
ami kept onlv the original conversation. 

TIT. That is often done, Euclid. 

A ". Here then, mv lad, take the l*&gt;ok ami read. 

[Tin 1 !i&lt;m H&lt;I slave re ad A."] 

No. If I Wen* deeply interested in the people of 

( yreiie, Theodorus, I would make inquiries about D 
them and their affairs, and would ask you if any of 
the yoiin^r uien of that place showed any disposition 
to en^a^e in the study of geometry or any other 
philosophy: hut, since 1 am really more in love with 
Athens, I am more eajjer to know who are inclined to 
l&gt;e studious amongst us. I myself do what I can 
to discover this, and I inquire of everyone who wields 
an influence over youn^ men. Now not a few of 
them attend upon you. and rightly, for you have 
made a diligent study of many things, especially E 
geometry. So, if you have found any one of them to 
Iw remarkable, 1 would much like to hear of him. 

Tin 1 ". I have indeed. Socrates, met with such a 
youth in your city, and it will he very pleasant for 
me to tell and you to hear of his character. If he 
were beautiful, I would be excessivelv timid alxmt 
speaking of him, lest I should be considered a.s a lover 
of his. Hut lu; is, if you will excuse the comparison, 
so far from l&gt;eautiful, that he resembles you in his 
snub-nose and prominent eyes, though these features 
are not MO marked in him as in you. I may, there 
fore, speak of him without any hesitation, and, Itrlieve 144 
me. in all my experience, wide a.s it has been, I have 
never met with any voun;^ man of whose natural 
abilities I ha\c formed so hi^h an estimate. He has 
a rare aptitude for learning, is exceedingly gentle, 
and brave aln&gt;ve all men. I cannot believe that there 
ever was such a man in the past or that now there 

F 
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exists his equal. Those who like him are sharp, 
clever, and of tenacious memory are often sharp - 
tempered, rush about like unballasted vessels, and are 
B not so much brave as mad ; while those who study 
constantly are often dull and forgetful. But he 
applies himself to his studies and researches quietly 
and uninterruptedly, like a softly flowing stream of 
oil, and works with a determination to succeed, which 
in one of his age is marvellous. 

So. That is good news. Who is the father of the 
youth ? 

The.o. I have heard his name, but have forgotten it. 
C See, there is the young man in the midst of some 
friends of his. They were anointing themselves a 
while ago in the outer race-course, but now they seem 
to have finished with that, and are coming this way. 
Look, and see if you know him. 

So. I do not know his name, but I see that he is the 
son of Euphronius of Sunium. A very distinguished 
man the father was, and would have answered to 
your description of his son. He left a large fortune 
too, I am told. 

D Thao. Theaetetus is the boy s name, Socrates. The 
property, you speak of, seems to have been eaten up 
by his guardians, and yet, Socrates, he is wonderfully 
liberal. 

So. He must be a noble lad. Bid him come here 
and sit beside me. 

Thc.o. Very well. Theaetetus, come here ; Socrates 
wants you to sit beside him. 

80. Do, Theaetetus, for Theodorus says that I look 
E like you, and I want to see what kind of a face I have. 
Now supposing we each had a lyre, and Theodorus 
were to judge that they were of the same pitch, 
should we just accept his opinion, or should we ask if 
the judge were musical I 

Theae. We should find out if he were musical. 
So. Should we accept his opinion, if he were musi 
cal, and reject it if he wen; not? 



77/A THEAETETUS. 83 

T/tcae. Yes. 

So. Then I think that if anyone says our faces art* 
alike, we ought, if we are interested, to ask if he can 145 
draw. 

Them 1 . I think so too. 

S". Anil is Theodorus a painter . 

Tlu iu . Not that 1 know of. 

S o. Is he not a geometrician &lt;* 

Tlteue. That lie is, Socrates, indeed. 

So. And an astronomer, arithmetician, musician, in 
short skilled in all the sciences? 

Tlu-iu . That is my opinion. 

So. Then any remark of his, laudatory or other 
wise, to the effect that our persons resemble each 
other in appearance is not really worthy of our 
attention. 

T/tc ic. Probably not. 

S&lt;&gt;. But if he should praise the soul of either of us B 
for its virtue and wisdom, ought not the one, who has 
heard the praise, eagerly to examine the one who 
is praised, and should not the one who is examined ! 
eager to reveal himself . 

Them . Certainly, Socrates. 

So. Well then, dear Theaetetus, you must reveal 
yourself, and I must question, for you must know that 
Theodorus, though he has spoken highly to me of 
many men, citizens and strangers, has never spoken 
so highly of anyone as just now of you. 

Tlieiie. That is pleasant, Socrates, but he may have 
IMM-II jesting. C 

So. That is not his way. I )o not retract your 
admission on the plea that he was jesting, for he 
would then I*- com | &gt;c lied to take an oath, and no one 
would accuse him of perjury: so stand Uildly by your 
agreement. 

Thi iii-. 1 supjMise I must, if you say so. 

SV Then tell me ; do you learn from Theodorus 
any geometry *. 

Theue. I d&lt;. 
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D So. And anything of astronomy, and harmony, and 
calculation ? 

Tkeae. I desire to. 

So. And I do, too, my boy, both from him and from 
any others who are supposed to know. Yet though I 
am fairly well at home in most things, I have a slight 
difficulty which you and the others must discuss with 
me. Tell me this, is learning becoming wiser about 
what one knows ( 

Theae. Surely it is. 

$o. And in wisdom (a-o^ia) the wise are wise ? 

Theae. Yes. 
E So. Is knowledge (eV^em//^) different from it ? 

Theae. From what ? 

So. Wisdom. Or if one knows a thing is he wise 
in that thing ? 

Theae. He is. 

So. Then are knowledge and wisdom the same * 

Theae. Yes. 

So. Now this is my difficulty. I cannot be clear as 
146 to what knowledge really is. Shall we not discuss the 
question ? What do you say \ Which of us will open 
the debate ? He who loses in this game of question 
and answer will sit down, and, as the boys say in their 
game of ball, be donkey. He who wins will be our 
king, and may cause us to answer any question which 
he pleases to put. Why are you silent ? I am not 
rude, am I, Theodorus, in my eagerness for an argu 
ment, or too urgent in asking that we should converse 
together in a friendly and informal way ? 
B Tkeo. Rude, Socrates? Not in the least. But ask 
some of the young men to answer you for I am not 
used to this kind of conversation (omAe/cro?), and am 
now too old to change my ways. But the young men 
would enjoy it, and owing to their youth would be 
more likely to improve. Why not go on questioning 
Theaetetus, as you began with him? 

So. Do you hear, Theaetetus, what Theodorus says? 
C You would not like, I know, to disobey him. Indeed 
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it would not be right in such a mutter for u young 
man to dispute tin- authority of u wise elder. So. 
speak out well and lx&gt;Mly, and tell us what you think 
knowledge is. 

Thetie. Well, Socrates, I shall do what you ask ; 
only when 1 make mistakes you must set me. right. 

N&lt;&gt;. \Ve will do what we can for you. 

TlifH . Then I think that knowledge is whatever 
one might learn from Theodorus, such as geometry 
and the subjects you mentioned a moment ago. The 
shoemakers art (reyr/;), and the arts of all the other D 
workmen, these also, one and all, are knowledge. 

No. My friend, you wen- asked for one simple thing, 
and you have generously and lavishly given a great 
variety of things. 

T/n iii . How is that . What do you mean, Socratr&gt; 

No. Nothing at all perhaps. Yet I shall try to ex 
plain. When you mention cobbling, do you mean 
anything but a knowledge of the way to make shoes I 

Tli cut-. No. 

No. And carpentry, is it anything but a knowledge E 
of the way to make articles of woods 

Theae. Nothing. 

No. In each case you emphasi/e the thing of which 
the art is the knowledge 

Tht tii . Yes. 

No. But, Theaetetus, that is not the question. We 
do not want to find out of what each art is the know 
ledge, or how many arts and sciences there are. We 
wish not to count the kinds of knowledge but to 
know what knowledge itself is (ui ro o TI TTOT carriv). 
I )o I make my meaning clear 

Thrne. Quite. 

No. Let me give you an illustration. Suppose any 147 
random and familiar thing, such as clay, were in 
question, and we were tusked wliut it is, would it not 
IM&gt; foolish of us to answer that there were several 
kinds of clay, one of the potter, another of the oven- 
maker, and another of the brick-maker * 
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Theae. Probably it would. 

So. First of all it would surely be absurd to suppose 
that our questioner could gather anything from our 
answer, merely because we added to the word clay 
B the phrase of the image-maker or some other 
workman. Or do you think that any one under 
stands the name of a thing, when he does not know 
the thing ? 

Theae. Certainly not. 

So. And 110 one understands the nature of the 
science (eTno-n/yUj;) of shoe-making, if he does not 
know the nature of science. 

Theae. That must follow. 

So. So, too, he who knows not the nature of science 
is ignorant of the science of the cobbler and the 
same of every other art. 

Theae. I agree. 

So. Then if one is asked What is knowledge 
(eTTia-Ti i/ui.*])? it is ridiculous to give in answer the name 
of any art for that is to give the object of know- 
C ledge and not what knowledge itself is. 

Theae. It seems so. 

So. It is, in the second place, absurd to take a long 
round about road \vhen one may go straight to the 
point of the question. For example, if asked what 
clay is, one should say plainly and simply that clay, 
no matter whose, is earth and water mixed. 

Theae. It seems to be easy now, Socrates, after your 
explanation. Something of the same kind, I venture 
to say, happened to me in a conversation which took 
D place just now between me and Socrates, your name 
sake, here. 

So. Yes ? What was it, Theae tetus ? 

Theae. It was about the nature of roots. Theo- 
dorus was describing them to us and showing that 
the third root and the fifth root, represented by the 
sides of squares, had no common measure. He took 
them up one by one until he reached the seventeenth, 
when lie stopped. It occurred to us, since the number 
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of tin- roots appeared to be infinite, to try to brinj; 
i IP-HI all under one denomination. E 

N. And did you succeed t 

Tlu &lt;c. \Ve think so: luit jud^e for vourself. 

,SV Well 

Tin &lt;n . We divided numbers into two kinds. Those 
whose roots were integers we represented l&gt;y a quad 
rilateral, whose sides were e&lt;|ual, and called them 
square iiiiml)ers. 

N . That was &lt;^ood. 

The.ar. Kach of the intermediate numbers, three, 148 
live, anil all numbers which have not integral roots, 
hut are the product of unequal factors, we represented 
hy a rectangular figure, one of whose sides was greater 
than the other, and these we called rectangular 
numbers. 

S&lt;&gt;. ( apital : and what then . 

Tltxif. One kind, those which represent the equal 
sides of square numbers, we defined as simple length : 
the other lines, which represent the equal sides of 
rectangular numbers, we defined as roots, because the 
two different kinds of lines an- not commensurable B 
except bv the squares, of which the sides are the roots. 
And we did the same with solids. 

SV Most excellently said, mv boys. Theodorus will 
n&lt;t now IM- liable, I think, to the charge of having 
j^iven false evidence. 

T/trit -. And yet, Socrates. I could not tell you about 
knowledge, as I did alxmt lines and roots, though you 
seem to expert the same kind of answer. So 1 must 
repeat once more that Theodorus is j^uiltv. 

No. Why is that . If he had praised your running, C 
and said that he had seen in the race-course no youth 
so swift as you, and you had afterwards been out 
stripped by a |M)\vcrful runner, who was a full 
^rown man, would his praise of you be any the less 
true 

Thfdf. No. 

,S o. Well, is knowledge an ca.sy tiling to discover by 
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the method I have just illustrated, or is it very 
difficult? 

Theae. Beyond a doubt it is the most difficult thing 
of all. 

So. Then be resolute; believe what Theodoras says 
D of you, and, as you have succeeded once, do your 
very best to get a definition (Ao yo?) of knowledge 
also. 

Tkeae. I would have it now, Socrates, if you could 
take the will for the deed. 

So. Come then, you made a good beginning just 
now. As you included many numbers under the 
class (ea)o?) of roots, try to do the same for the many 
kinds of knowledge, and comprehend them under one 
definition. 

E Theae. You must know, Socrates, that time and 
again I have been stimulated by the reports of your 
questions to make the attempt, but I could never 
persuade myself that I had said anything to the 
purpose: nor have I ever heard anyone else giving 
such an answer as you demand. Yet the longing to 
give an answer never leaves me. 

So. You are not barren or unfruitful, dear Theae- 
tetus, and are suffering the pains of travail. 

Tkeae. I do not know, Socrates; I only say what I 
have felt. 

149 So. Then have you never heard, my simple friend, 
that I am the son of the well-trained and brawny 
midwife, Phaenarete f . 

Tkeae. Yes, I knew that. 

So. And have you heard that I practise my mother s 
art? 

Tkeae. No, never. 

So. Well, it is a fact. Rut do not, friend, betray 
me, for I am not known to possess the art. Though 
you have never heard a whisper of that secret, you 
have surely heard people say, have you not, that I 
am a very strange man and make it my business to 
puzzle folk ? 
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Thf&lt;V&gt;. Yes. I have. B 

S&lt;&gt;. Sliall 1 tell you the reason 

T)UM,. Do. 

So. It \ oii will consider the rules of tin* art of 
midwifery, YOU will easily sec wliat I mean. No 
woman is allowed to practise the art, if she is in a 
condition to bear children : she must !&gt; past the time 
for Ix-arinj; them. 

T/n iif. That is true. 

No. They say that the reason for this is that 
Artemis, who presides at child-birth, is a maiden 
Thus.- who were wedded and childless she did not 
sutler to he midwives. since human nature is too weak C 
to acquire an art. of which it has no experience. So 
.she assign,. ,1 the duty to those who. solely l&gt;y reason 
of a^e. were childless in honour of their likeness to 
herself. 

Tkeae. That is probable. 

S&lt;&gt;. At anv rate is it not more than probable that 
women are recognized to l&gt;e with child by midwives 
more readilv than bv anyone else . 

Theae. It is. 

So. And Ix .sides, cannot midwives by medicines and 
charms arouse or allay at their pleasure the pan^s of 
travail, or hasten child-birth in those who have hard D 
labour, or even, if they think it advisable, cause a mis 
carriage 

TltfUf. They can. 

No. Have you not noticed, moreover, that they are 
inveterate matchmakers, since they are all-wise con 
ceminjj what kind of men and women should marry, 
in order to have the In-st children 

Tlnnf. I must say that I was not aware of that. 

So. But they are. They pride themselves more on 
that than on the discharge of their special office. E 
Think a moment. Are not sowing and harvesting the 
same as knowing what soils are adapted to the various 
kinds of plants and seeds . 

Thrne. Yes. they are the same. 
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So. Is the question changed, my friend, when you 
consider the begetting of children and the fittest- 
marriages ? 

Theme. Not likely. 

150 So. Not at all. Yet the midwives, who are prudent, 
abstain from matchmaking, fearing lest they should 
be confounded with those persons, who bring men and 
women together in a way which is both unskilful and 
unlawful : yet it is the part of none but true midwives 
to unite the sexes rightly. 

Theae. I accept your explanation. 

So. Xow all this is an illustration of my profession,, 
though the parallel fails in the following particular. 
It never happens that women produce at one time real 
B children and at other times mere images, which are 
not real children but closely resemble them. If they 
did, the highest and most delicate task of the mid- 
wives would be to separate the real from the unreal. 
Do you not think so ? 

Theae. Yes. 

So. ~My art has the same general characteristics as 
theirs. Of course 1 attend men and not women, and I 
have to do with travail of soul not bodies. But the 
great and distinctive feature of my art is to obtain, if 
C possible, a touch-stone by which to decide whether 
the product of the young mind be true or false, an 
image or a reality. Yet here, too, J am like the mid- 
wives, in that I beget no wisdom. People cast it up 
against me that 1 put questions, which I am too 
ignorant myself to be able to answer, -and their 
reproach is true. But I have this excuse, that it is 
(Jod who compels me to practise my art, and has 
closed up the womb of my mind. Indeed I am 
D far from wise, nor has my mind ever given birth to 
any truth at all. Yet some of those who come to me 
are at first quite ignorant, and as our acquaintance 
grows they, if favoured by God, progress in a way 
which astonishes themselves and others. It is clear 
that they have learned nothing from me ; wholly of 
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themselves have they made many notable discoveries; 
yet in this I am tin- instrument in the hands of (lod. 
Now a lar^e number of my patients, overlooking my E 
part in effecting this result ami despising me, have 
taken the credit to themselves. Either of their own 
accord ur )&gt;y the advice of others they have left me 
sooner than they should, and betaken themselves to 
evil companionship. By this course they produced 
atxirtions, destroyed by evil nurture that which they 
had been delivered of by me, and reckoned the linage 
and tlie false of more value than the true; at last they 
themselves saw that others were ri^ht in looking on 
them as utter dunces. Sucli an one was Aristeides, the 151 
son of Lvsimachus, and there are a ^reat many 
othei*s. If they at any time return to me, and with 
many promises of amendment be^ for a renewal of our 
acquaintance, my special monitor (6&lt;ti/j.oi&gt;toi&gt;) in the 
case of some of them forbids my fjrantinjj the 
request. Others are suffered by it to be restored to 
favour, and renew their interrupted education. Now 
these followers of mine are in much the same condition 
as women who are with child. Ni^ht and day they 
are tilled with pan^s of doubt (a-o/j/a) more severe 
than the pains of women, and these pan^s my art is 
able to excite or soothe. Hnt, Theaetctus, this is not 
always what takes place. Some seem to me to be B 
barren and to have no need of my art. These I, 
guided by the Deity, gently persuade to ^o to those 
whose acquaintance, I jud^e, would be more profitable 
to them than mine. Many of them I ^ive into the care 
of IVodicus. and many also to other marvellously wise 
men (fro&lt;/io/). I dwell upon this, my dear frit-mi. 
In-cause I suspect you to be ri^ht in thinking that yon 
are in real travail of mind. I ut yourself in my hands, 
therefore, for I am a midwife and the son of a mid- C 
wife, and strive with your accustomed earnestness to 
answer my questions. And if. after an examination 
of any of your statements, I conclude that it is a 
shadow and untrue, I shall take it away and disjxw 
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of it secretly. But you must not be angry with 
me because of this treatment, as are women over their 
first born. Why, my fine lad, some are so enraged at 
me that they are ready in their foolishness to bite mr, 
whenever I take from them any foolish notion that 
they have. \They do not imagine I do this out of kind- 
D ness, since they are not aware that no god is ill- 
disposed to men, and that not even I do anything in 
malice. But I cannot conscientiously connive at error, 
and obscure the truth. So, Theaetetus, to go back to 
the beginning again, try to tell me what knowledge is. 
Never say that you are not able, for, if God wills, and 
you play the man, you will be able. 

Tkeae. Indeed, Socrates, after such an exhortation 

E it would be unpardonable in anyone not to say what 

he thinks. It seems to me that he, who knows, per- 

f ceives what he knows: so my opinion now is that 

T* kno-wledge is-Hothing but perception (aicrO //en?). 

So. Bravely spoken, and nobly have you done your 
duty. Come now, and let us consider whether your 
view is something real or an empty pretence. Know 
ledge is perception, you say&lt;* 

Theae. Yes. 

Xo. This is surely no trifling matter, for you have 
152 like-ly given, though in other words, the definition of 
Protagoras. He says that mjijo^jj^JjieuLiieasure of all 
things (-JruvTwv \pt]/jL(jLTU)v /j.eTpov ar^pw7ro^)7-Luth_ot the 
^idslence of things which exist, and the non-existence 
oiL things which exist not (raw /j.ev ovrcov, o&gt;9 eerr/, 
Ton c)e jmrj OVTMV, to? OVK etrriv). Have you never read 
that? 

Tkeae. Yes, many a time. 

So. Does he not mean that things exist for me as 
they appear (&lt;j&gt;atvt)Tat) to me, and for you as they 
appear to you, since you and I are men? 

Theae. So he says, at any rate. 

So. As it is highly probable that a wise man does 
B not talk nonsense, let us look for his meaning. Some 
times when the wind is blowing on all alike is not one 
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of us cold and another not, or one slightly and another 
exceedingly cold 

Tkeae. No douht. 

No. In that case shall we say that the wind in itself 
(ur-To *&lt;/&gt; imTn) is cold or not cold Or shall we 
agree with Protagoras that it is cold to him who is 
cold and not to him who is not . 

Ttieae. Protagoras seems to he right. 

N". Then it is to each as it appeal s to him . 

Theac. Yes. 

No. And what appears is perceived . 

Them . Truly. 

No. Then in the case of such things as heat and cold C 
appearance (0uru&lt;r/u) and perception are one and the 
same. Kvery such tiling, I dare say, exists as it is 
perceived 

Them 1 . That would seem to he so. 

No. And perception of reality (TOI~ OI-TOV). since it is 

lowledge, can never he false . 

Tln iic. So it appears. 

No. Then charmingly keen-witted was it of Prota 
goras to hint darkly at these things to us of the 
common crowd, while telling the truth to his disciples 
in secret. 

Thcac. What do you mean hy that, Socrates: D 

No. I shall tell you of a hy no means contemptible 
theory to the effect that nothing exists purely by itself 
(IU TO KH& UI TO), nor can you rightly give anything an 
exclusive name. If you speak of the large, yon sug 
gest the small, if of the heavy, you suggest the light, 
and so on. Nothing, lie it either an attribute 
(TITO?), or a kind of thing (oirotouovv), exist.s alone 
U ro v). Moreover, it is inaccurate to speak of ex 
istence us the result of motion, collision and combina 
tion, since nothing really exists, but everything is 
alwavs in process of change (yiynTm). ()n this |&gt;oint E 
the whole array of wise men, except Parmenides, are 
agreed, Protagoras, Hcraclitus, Kmpedocles, also t In 
most famous names in lioth kintlH of poetry, in coiiufly 
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Epicharmus, and in tragedy Homer. When Homer 
.says : Ocean and mother Tethys are the parents of the 
gods, he means that all the gods have sprung from 
ceaseless movement (potjs re KOI Kivijfrecos). L)o you 
not think that this was his view? 

Theae. Yes. 

153 So. Could we contend with this mighty host, whose 
captain is Homer, without laying ourselves open to 
ridicule ? 

Theae. It would be a risk, Socrates. 

So. Yes indeed, Theaetetus, since there are good 
proofs that what appears to be and comes into 
existence is produced by motion, and what does not 
exist and perishes is produced by rest. For example, 
heat and tire, which produce and nourish everything 
else, are themselves produced by friction, which is 
motion. Is not that the source of fire ? 
B Theae. Yes. 

So. And lias not the race (ytVo?) of animals sprung 
from the same source ? 

Theae. It has surely. 

So. Why, what else ? Is not the fashion (efi?) of 
the body destroyed by rest and inaction and preserved 
largely by exercise and movement ? 

Theae. Certainly. 

So And the soul, is it not taught and preserved 

and improved by study and practice, which are 

motions, while through idleness, neglect and in- 

&lt;C attention it fails to learn, or what it learns it 

forgets ? 

Theae. That is true. 

So. Is motion not a good, then, for soul and body, 
and rest the reverse of good / 

Theae. Evidently. 

So. May I not say further that storms preserve, 

while stillness and calm and all such states of rest 

corrupt and destroy ? And I am constrained to give 

this crowning illustration, that so long as the universe 

;D and the golden chain, as Homer calls the sun, move 
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onwanl in their course, all things divine and human 
manifestly contrive to exist and are preserved ; hut. it 
they should stand still, everything would he destroyed, 
and then would come to pass the saying that tin- 
whole world is turned upside down. 

Tlu tH-. Your explanation, 1 think, is clear, Socrates. 

No. ( onsider this, my friend, with regard first of all 
to the sense of sight. What yon call whiteness does 
not e\iM in voiir eves nor as an ohject outside of 
them, nor could yon assign to it any particular place, E 
for it would then he something fixed and stationary 
and not continuously generated. 

Tln itf. How is that ( 

No. Let us apply our former argument, in which we 
decided that nothing exists as one thing and utterly 
hy itself, and it will appear that white, black, or any 
other colour is produced when the glance of the eye 
comes into contact with the proper motion. What we 
call a colour is neither the eye nor the object, but 154 
something which arises between them, and is different 
with different individuals. Or, would you contend 
that a colour appeal s to you as it does to an animal, a 
dog for instance f . 

Thctif. No indeed, I would not. 

No. Then would you hold that two human beings 
might have the same preemptions . Are you not sure, 
rather, that not even to yourself does a thing twice 
appear the same, since both you and it are continually 
changing ( 

Tlu-ni . Yes, I feel sure of that. 

No. Yet if the object, which we touch and compare B 
in si/.e with ourselves, lw large or white or hot, it 
would not, when contrasted with one thing, be different 
from what it is when contrasted with another, provided 
that it its.-lf had suffered no change. Or, if it is the 
faculty, whether of measuring or touch, which is large 
or white or hot, then, if it were itself unmodified, it 
would not l&gt;e changed merely by experiencing and com 
ing into contact with different objects. So, you see. our 
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want of thought leads us into amazing absurdities, as 
Protagoras and his school would say. 

Tkcae. What do you mean by that \ 

C So. You will understand what I mean, if I use a 
simple illustration. If you take six dice, you would 
say that they, when compared with four, were more by 
half as many again, and when compared with twelve 
they were less and only one-half. Could you deny 
the truth of that ? 

Theae. No indeed. 

So. Well then, if Protagoras or somebody else says 
to you, () Theaetetus, can a thing possibly become 
more or greater, unless it be increased ? What will 
you answer ? 

D Tlteac. If I answer the simple question as I really 
think, I must say No, but in view of what you have 
just said and to avoid a contradiction, I must say 
Yes. 

So. Well and divinely spoken, friend ! And yet it 
strikes me that if you say Yes, it will be with you 
according to the saying of Euripides: The tongue 
will be unrefuted, but the mind not unrefuted. 

Thear. True. 

So. If we had been veteran sophists (oe&lt;i/o) KUI &lt;ro&lt;/&gt;o/), 

you and I, and had carefully scrutinized all the things 

of the mind, we would at the very outset have made 

an abundant trial of our opponents, as they of us; we 

E would have come up to the contest warily (UO^LO-TIKO^}. 

and there would have been a clashing of words with 

words. But, as it is, we are only private folks whose 

foremost wish is to behold things as they are (aura. 

Trpos (wrd), and to see if our thoughts are consistent 

; or not. 

Tkcae. That is certainly my desire. 

So. And mine. Shall we not, then, as we have lots 
155 of time, retrace our steps a little, and examine our 
selves calmly and earnestly, in order to see what these 
images in us are? The first of them we shall, I think, 
decide to be that nothing ever becomes more or less 
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either iii si/,.- or number, while it is equal to itself. 
Is nut that so 

Tin,,,. Yes 

No Ami tin- second is that that, to which nothing 
is added ami from which nothing is taken away, is 
neither increased nor diminished, luit is nl ways equal 
to its,- If. 

T/,i&gt;. Assuredly. 

N. Is there not a third, that nothing, which did not B 
exist Ix fore, can now exist, without becoming ami 
having l&gt;eeome 

T/ifHi . Agreed. 

N". These three postulates. I think, were striving 
together in our soul when we spoke of the dice, and 
are present a^ain in the following instance : Suppose 
that you were short.-r than I at the he^i lining of the 
year, hut taller at the end, not Because I had dimin 
ished in si/e, for men of mv a^e do not change, hut 
because vou, who are \-oun^, had meanwhile ^rown. C 
It is manifest that I was once what I was not after 
wards, although I had not hecome. For. as to have 
become is plainlv impossible without l&gt;ecominj, I 
could not ha\e hecome smaller without losing in size. 
And there are thousands of similar instances, if indeed 
we choose to admit them. I see that you follow me, 
Theaetetus. for you are likely not unacquainted with 
such pn/xles. 

Tln iii". Hv the ^o&lt; Is. Socrates, when I look into 
them I am smitten with wonder, and trulv sometimes 
my brain reels. 

So. So Theodorus made not a had ^uess at your D 
disposition, my friend, since tin- very state of a 
philosopher is wonder. Indeed the man seems to 
have }&gt;eeii a wise genealogist who said that Iris was 
the daughter of Thaumas, for wonder is the only 
bejjinnin&lt;4 of philosophy. I)o you Ix^in to under 
stand what is the solution of your difficulty on the 
views which we are ascribing to Protagoras 

Them . Not yet. 
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So. Will you count it a favour if I examine with 
E you into the secret reasoning, which is held as the 
truth by him and other celebrated men ? 
Theae. I will count it a very great favour. 
So. Look over the company, so that no profane 
person may overhear. For there are people who 
believe in nothing but what they can fasten upon 
with both hands, contending that action and gen 
eration and all the things, which are not seen, do not 
exist at all. 

156 Tkeae. They must be hardened and repulsive 
creatures. 

So. That they are, my boy, utterly illiterate. l&gt;ut 
it is another much more subtle sect, of whose mysteries 
I mean to inform you. Their first principle, that 
upon which our statement depends, is that all is 
motion (TO TTUV Kivt](rt$) or that nothing exists except 
motion. There are two kinds (e /o&gt;;) of motion, each 
unlimited in its range, to act and to suffer or be acted 
upon. From the strife and union of these two powers 
B (()ui a/uiis} is produced- an innumerable brood twofold 
in its nature, namely the object of sense, and sense, 
which is always connate and coincident with it, 
object. The sensible perceptions are called sight 
hearing, smell, the sense of hot and cold, and also 
pleasures, pains, desires and fears. These and many 
others have names, and there are numberless others 
without names. Correlative with sight are colours of 
C all kinds, sounds with hearing, and with each of the 
other senses its kindred objects. Has this tale any 
thing to do, Theaetetus, with what has gone before ? 
Do you know ? 

Theae. Socrates, I do not. 

&gt;S o. Give heed, then, and you shall see the con 
nection. All these things, as we have said, are in 
movement. Now in the movement of them there are 
swiftness and slowness. That which is slow moves in 
one place, and is affected by things close at hand, and 
D so produces, but the things produced by it are swifter, 
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since their movement is a change of place. Let us 
suppose that tin- eye ami its corresponding visible 
object approach ami produce whiteness and tho con- E 
coinitant sensation, a result which would not take 
place it either the rye or the ohject came into contact 
with anything rise. When th- union of these two 
ocelli s, sight moving from the eye and meeting white- 
ies&gt; moving from the ohject, which helps to produce 
tin- colour, the eye becomes tilled with vision, and 
now sees, and becomes not vision hut seeing eye. The 
object, in turn, having aided in making the colour, is 
tilled with whiteness, and heroines not whiteness hut 
white. In- it wood or stone or any object, which 
chanced to be of this colour. All other sensations, 
hard, warm and the rest, must be treated in the same 
way. Not one of them, as we have said already, can 157 
be understood as having anv existence of itself (m ro 
M/H UI TO), but all are produced by movement through 
union each with its proper counterpart. There can IM- 
no solid cognition (jo//&lt;ruO, as they say, of either tin- 
active element or the passive element taken separately 
(ITT] /rri v): for there is an active element only as it is 
found in union with the passive, and a passive element 
only as it is found in union with the active. The 
uniting and active element, when it comes into contact 
with another thing, is to be regarded as passive. 
Accordingly on all these counts, nothing, as we said 
at the outset , exists as one thing by itself (&lt;V airo mitf 
UI TO), but everything always becomes for some other 
thing (TIM yiyvffr^ni). In-ing or existence (TO &lt;cYui) 
must l&gt;e thoroughly eradicated, though we are often. B 
as just now, rnmpelled.it would seem, through custom 
and ignorance to make use of the term. And yet, 
according to tin- wise (01 crotbot), we must not permit 
anyone to use such expressions as it or of it or 
mine or this or that or any other name which 
gives fixity, but only to conform to nature and say 
that things Ijecoine, are in process of creation, and are 
Ix ing destroyed and changed. Thus, if anyone in an 
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argument establishes anything, he is easy to refute. 
Besides, we must speak in this way not only of 
C separate thing s but of any collection, such as man, 
stone, any species of animal or any genus (efoo?). Do 
these things seem pleasant to you, Theaetetus, and 
have they a grateful flavour I 

Tkeae. I am sure I do not know, Socrates, for I 
cannot decide whether you believe what you say or 
are only making trial of me. 

So. You really forget, my friend, that I know noth 
ing and produce nothing of my own, for I am childless. 
But I wait on you, and therefore seek to charm you 
by giving you to taste of every philosopher (&lt;ro0o?), 
until at last I may have aided in bringing your theory 
D out into the light. When this is done, I shall see 
whether it is an empty thing or a genuine reality. 
So, be bold, ami persevere, and answer sturdily to what 
I ask you. 

Theae. Well then, put your questions. 

So. Tell me again if you are satisfied that nothing 
is, but all is ever becoming, the good and beautiful as 
well as all the tilings which we have just enumerated. 

T/tcn.e. To speak frankly, when I hear your argu 
ment in detail, I think it very reasonable and must 
accept it. 

E *v&gt;. Let us, then, set; the theory completed. It 
remains to speak of dreams and diseases, especially 
madness with its illusions of sight and hearing and 
other senses. In all these cases, as you must admit, 
the position which we have just taken seems to be 
refuted, since manifestly there arise in ourselves per- 
158 ceptions which are false. Consequently what appears 
to each person is far from being real : on the exact 
contrary not a single appearance is real. 

T/tcae. You speak truly, Socrates. 

S&lt;&gt;. What argument (Ao yo?), my boy, is left to him 
who holds that sensible perception is knowledge, and 
that each one s appearances (ru &lt;j&gt;aivo/u.eva) are for him 
real ? 
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Tin-in 1 . I lu sitiiU to tell you, Socrates, that I &lt;lo not 
know what to say. because you reproved me a moment 
air" I" 1 Lrivin;^ tliis answer. Yet I cannot, indeed, B 
ar;_ r ue that madmen and dreamers think truly, some in 
supposing that they arc ^ods. and others in dreaming 
that tht-y have win^s and art- flying. 

N". l)o you not perceive that in these cases, 
especially in dreams and madness, a rejoinder may In- 
made of this nature 

T/i"ii\ ( )f what nature 

N". You have doubtless often heard it asked : What 
proof would you ^ r ive, if you were questioned at this 
moment whether we are sleeping and dreaming all 
this discussion, or awake and conversing alwmt a 
waking thought . C 

/ ln-iit . Truly, Socrates, it would he hard to prove it, 
for sleep and waking are eijuallv real, and one is the 
counterpart of the other. There is nothing to prevent 
our supposing that we are now talking together in our 
sleep. And when in dreams we seem to In- telling our 
dreams, such a state strangely resembles our waking 
life. 

&gt; ". It is not hard, vou see. to carry on the dispute, 
when it ma\ l&gt;- douhted e\en whether we are asleep 
or awake. If we di\ ide time alout e&lt;jually hetweeii D 
sleep and waking, in each period our souls are main 
taining that their present opinions (ooy/tzara) are 
true Thus for one half of our days we say that 
sme opinions an- true, and for the other half that 
different opinions are true. Yet we hold fast l&gt;v 
Uth. 

Thi nc. ( learly. 

N&lt; Does not the same argument apply to diseases 
and madness, except only that the time is not divided 
e&lt;jiiallv 

n.n,-. True. 

No. And is the truth to In- determined l&gt;y length or 
shortness of t ime 

Tfn tn . That would IM- ahsurd. E 
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S&lt;&gt;. Can you by any other way clearly show on 
which side the truth is . 

Tltedf. I think not. 

So. You shall hear, then, what is said about this by 
those who determine that what seems (ra SOKOVVTU} 
to anyone to be true is true for him. They would put 
some such question as this to you, " O Theaetetus, can 
two things entirely different have the same quality 
(Suva/mis)?" Their question, let us understand, is of 
things not partially but wholly different. 

Tlteae. Things utterly different cannot possibly 
159 have a quality or anything else the same. 

So. Must we confess that these things are therefore 
unlike { 

Th&lt;&gt;e. I should say so. 

So. Suppose that a thing happened to become like 
or unlike 1 itself or another thing, shall we say that 
what is made like becomes the same, and what unlike 
different 

Tkf.ac: We must. 

So. We said before, did we not, that the active 
elements were many and infinite, and likewise the 
passive elements ( 

Tlii iic. Yes. 

S. And if a thing combines with different thijigs, 
the products will be different -. 
B Thcuf. Surely. 

So. Let us apply this to you or me or anything, 
Socrates sick and Socrates well, for example. Shall 
we say that these are like or unlike . 

Tin-tic. Am I to take Socrates sick as one separate 
whole, and Socrates well as another . 

So. You understand exactly: that is what I mean. 

Tlieac. They are unlike doubtless. 

So. And different because unlike . 

7 ft &lt;&gt;&lt; ic,. N ecessar i 1 y . 

So. And will you say the same of Socrates asleep or 
C in the other states we mentioned . 

Theae. I would. 



THE THEAETETL S. lu:j 

N". Then would 1 not In- affected !&gt;y anv active 
element in nature differently in sickness and in 

health &gt; 

Tin-in . Ho\v could it he otherwise 

N -. Would not tin- active element and I, the patient, 
produce a different result in each case . 

Thim . ( Vrtainly. 

N/. The wine I drink when I am in health appears 
to in.- sweet and pleasant 

Ui .n. V,. s . 

S u. It follows from our previous admissions that 
the active and passive elements, when thev unite. D 
produce sweetness and the sensation of sweetness. 
The sensation arising from the patient renders 
the tongue percipient, and sweetness moving in 
t he wine and arising from it meets the healthy 
tongue, and causes the wine both to he and to appear 

SWeet. 

Tftrtu . That is the consequence of what we formerly 
admitted. 

N". Hut when I am sick, does not the object affect 
a person who, because unlike, is reallv different . 

Tin,,. . Yes. 

N". In that case Socrates and the drinking of the E 
\\ ine produce a different result, the sensation of 
bitterness in the tongue and bitterness moving in the 
wine 1 he wine becomes not bitterness but bitter, 
and I become not perception but perceiving. 




N&lt;&gt;. There is no other tiling, from which I shall 
ever receive the same perception. The perception of 
different things is different, and makes him, who 
perceives, of another nature and another man Nor 160 
does the object, which affects me, product- the same 
result and In-come the same object, when it comes into 
contact with another person. When objects produce 
different results in contact with different subjects, 
they In-come of another nature. 

Tin-in 1 . It is true. 
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So. The object and I will not become what we are 
independently of each other. 

The&lt;ic. By no means. 

So. I must become percipient of something when I 
perceive, for it is impossible in perceiving to perceive 
B nothing. And when the object becomes sweet or 
bitter or something else, it must do so for some one, 
since to become sweet and yet sweet for nobody is not 
possible. 

Theae. Assuredly not. 

So. We must conclude that the object and I are or 
become only one for the other. Necessity couples us 
to each other, but does not couple our joint existence 
to any other thing or even to ourselves. Each is 
bound simply to the other. Accordingly when a 
thing is said to be or become, it must be spoken of 
as for or of or in regard to something. The argument, 
which we have traversed, points out that no one must 
C say, or permit anyone else to say, that anything is or 
becomes wholly of itself (ai ro e&lt;p &lt;IVTOU). 

TJteae. No, by no means, Socrates. 

So. When anything, which affects me, exists for me 
and no other person, is it not perceived by me and no 
other { 

Tlu ac. That is evident. 

So. Then my sensation is true for me since it is 
inseparable from my existence. As Protagoras says, 
I am judge both of the existence of what is for me 
and the non-existence of what is not. 

TJiede. That seems to be the case. 

D So. If I am infallible and sure-footed in my judg 
ments concerning being (ra O I/TU) and becoming (TU 
yiyvofjLeva), how can 1 fail to know that of which I 
am the percipient (uVr0i;T&gt;/9) 

Theae. Not in any way. 

So. Right noble, then, was your decision that 
knowledge was nothing else than perception. Homer 
and Heraclitus with their crew, who say that all 
things flow and are in a state of motion, and the all- 



wise Protagoras with his view that man is the 
measure of all things, and Theaetetus. who concludes 
from the&gt;e theories that knowledge is sensation, an- E 
all of mir accord. Is that not true. () Theaetetus 
Shall we call this result the youn^ child at whose 
birth 1 have assisted ( )r what do vou sav 

/ linn. It Jilllst he so, Socrates. 

N". This, whatever it mav he. is the weary product 
of on! 1 lalx)iir. And now in honour of its advent we 
must carry it round the hearth, and consider whether 
it is a real tiling and worth hrin^in^ 1 uj or onl\" an 161 
empty pretence. What do vou think . Should your 
infant conception he fostered, and not laid aside . 

Will you endure to see it refuted . Will you Hot 

hear a deep ^rud^e against anyone, who mav carrv 
away your tirst-lx&gt;rn 

Tlii &gt;. Theaetetus will endlU e it . Socrates, for he is 

nnt at all perverse. Hut tell me. I adjure vou, 
whether the theory is not true. 

N". \ ou are an undoubted lover of inquiry, 
Theodorus. and an innocent mortal, too, if you think 
that I am just a ba;_ r of arguments, and can at pleasure 
pull out the proof that these things are not so. Hut B 
you do not observe what is ^oin^ r forward: none of 
the arguments comes from me but always from the 
one who is conversing with me. As for me, 1 have 
just the pool- ability to take the argument from some 
one who knows, and receive it fairlv. I shall now try 
to do this with the view of mv voting friend, without 
saying anything myself. 

Tin-it. Take vour own wav, Socrates ; it is admir 
able. 

NM. Do you know, Theodorus, that there is some 
thing which astonishes me in your friend I roUijjornx ! 

Tl &gt;n What kind of tiling { C 

So. As a rule I am delighted with his way of 
expressing the view that what appears to each man is 
real. I &gt;ut I am surprised that he did not in the \ . r\ 
preface of his work on Truth announce that a pi^ 



or 
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dog-faced baboon is* the measure of all things, or any 
otlier more fantastic creature that has perception. He 
might have begun by saying with a large and gener 
ous disdain that while we stood in awe of his wisdom, 
as though he were a god, he was really not a whit 

D superior in intelligence to a tadpole, not to speak 
of man. Does that commend itself to you, Theodorus I 
If sensation be the touchstone of reality, and any one 
man s feelings (TrdOos) as good a test as another s, and 
any one man s judgment as acute as another s in 
discerning between truth and error, if every one, as we 
often said, be his own sole and sufficient auth 
ority, and his decisions be true and valid, why in the 
name of justice, my friend, should Protagoras be wise 

E and esteemed, and be bountifully paid to instruct 
others, while we are ignorant creatures and must 
betake ourselves to him ( Why should Protagoras 
invent such a distinction, if each one is the measure of 
his own wisdom ( Are we to say that he is seeking 
merely to amuse . Regarding my own peculiar art I 
say not how ridiculous it now appeal s: but does not 
the whole province of discourse and argument fall 
under the same censure . If all opinions are true, 
the attempt to examine and refute the notions of 
162 others is a tiresome and stupendous absurdity. Yet is 
not this the state of things, if the Truth of Protagoras 
is true, and if he was not secretly laughing at us, 
when in his book lie utters his puzzling oracles * 

Thco. Protagoras was my friend, Socrates, as you 
have just said, so I cannot sec him ivf uted through 
admissions of mine, nor can I conscientiously resist 
your view. Take Theaetetus once more : he seems to 
follow your lead gently. 

B No. If you were to go to a gymnasium at Sparta, 
Theodorus, would you think it fair to watch the 
naked athletes, some of them ungainly enough, while 
you refused in your turn to strip of! your clothes and 
show your form ( 

Thco. Surely, I would, if I could persuade them to 



allow in.-. And. I can, I think, persuade you not to 
dra;/ a stitl oM man into tin- ^vmnasium, l&gt;ut to let me 
be a witness, while you wrestle with some one younger 
and UK &gt;iv supple. 

&gt; ". What pleases you pleases me, Theodoms, as the 
folk who speak in proverbs say. Let us therefore C 
return to tin- wise Theaetetus. (live us first of all. 
Theaetetus. your opinion concerning what we have 
just referred to. I )o you not share in the amaxeinent 
at finding yourself at one stroke equalled in point ol 
wisdom to an\ man or even to a j^od &lt; )r do you 
suppose that the I rotajjorean measure applies only to 
men and not to ^ods . 

Th". Why no. not at all. and I am greatly ama/ed. 
as you surmise. When you first explained the mean 
ing of the statement that what seems to each one is D 
for him, I j^ave a willing consent : hut now the aspect 
of things is entirely changed. 

N. You are yotin^-, my deal- l&gt;oy, and readily hrlievr 
and yield to popular arguments. Kor 1 rota^oras. or 
some &lt;&gt;ni&gt; in his hi-half. will make reply : () excellent 
^Hul jM-ojil.-. youths and old men, you sit in solemn 
session and appeal to yul^ar prejudice in making the 
^ r ods the centre of your argument, when their vei-y 
existence is op&lt;-n to doubt, and any mention of them in E 
speech or writing should he avoided. And you merely 
repeat what the multitude will eagerly accept, when you 
say that it is horrible for a man to l&gt;e reckoned no wiser 
than an ox. This is not of the nature oi absolute 
proof but only conjecture, which if Theodorus or any 
other geometrician were to use, he would be unworthy 
of hN profession. Rt-tleet \\hether \ oii and Theotlorus 
can permit yourselyes in a discussion of this nature to 163 
use arguments based on probabilities and conjectures. 

Tin-lit: We all a^rec, Socrates, that it would not In- 
just. 

,s &gt;. Do lMth of you avouch that the argument must 
lx i considered in another way 

Tlu &lt;t . V-s, in i|iiite another way. 
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So. Let us, then, consider whether knowledge and 
sensation are the same or different. Our whole dis 
cussion has tended in this direction, and to this end 
we have set on foot so many novel inquiries. Do you 
agree ? 

Tlteae. Assuredly. 

B So. Shall we admit that all which is perceived by 
sight and hearing is also known ( When a barbarian 
speaks to us who are ignorant of his language, shall 
we say that we merely hear him, or both hear and 
understand ( And when we look at letters without 
understanding them, shall we contend that we do not 
see them, or that we know them because we see them? 

TJu dc. We shall say, Socrates, that we know the 
very things which \ye see and hear. We see and know 
the shape and colour of the letters, and in hearing we 
C know high and low sounds : what we are taught by 
grammarians and interpreters we do not perceive, and 
do not accordingly know by sight or hearing. 

So. Splendid, Theaetetus, and I shall not un 
generously dispute your statement, but shall let it 
grow. Yet behold another objection coming upon 
us, and consider how we may repel it. 

Tlu o.c. What is that ( 

So. Here is the question. Is it possible for one, 
D who has and keeps safe the memory of what he 
knows, not to know, when he remembers a thing, 
what it is that he remembers . I seem to be making 
too long a story. I mean can one, who has learned 
and remembers a thing, fail of knowing it ( 

Theav. Surely not, Socrates. That would be mon 
strous. 

S&lt;&gt;. Am I then a simpleton . Do you not say that 
seeing is perceiving and sight perception . Reflect a 
moment. 

Tkeae. I do. 

E So. Does it not follow that he who sees knows what 
he has seen I 

Theae. Yes. 
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So. \\ell. Ami memory is suivly something, is it 
not 

nt &lt;: V.-s. 

So. Is it of nothing oi 1 something . 

Them . ( )f si urn-thin;^, of course. 

S&lt;&gt;. ( )f that, namely, which lit- lias learned and 

perceived 

T/ii- if. N&lt; &gt; &lt; 1&lt; )iil)t. 

So. \\"}iat one lias seen he sometimes remembers 

Tin,,,. He does. 

N. \Vould lie forget if he closed his eyes . 

Tln iif. That would lie a ridiculous notion, Socrates. 

Su. \ et it must lie so, if we ai e to retain the 164 
original conditions: hut if nett, presto, the argument 
disappears. 

Tlit iu . \ shrewdly suspect that you are rijjit. 
liut I do not clearly understand how YOU reach this 
conclusion. Will you explain . 

S&lt;&gt;. This is the way. He who sees, we sav, knows 
what he sees, since si;_dit. perception and knowledge 
we]-.- admitted to be the same. 

Tlirne. Ki-ht. 

X". If he, who sees and knows what he saw, shuts 
his eyes, he remembers what he does not see 

ri -,,,; VeS. 

S&lt;&gt;. But what he does not see he does Hot klloW, if B 

knowing is seeing. 

TliK . True. 

So. The consequence is that what he has known 
and now ivmeml)ers he does not know, Ix cause lie 
does not see. and this we said was an absurdity. 

Tli o-i . That is most true. 

So. It is evident then that if anyone makes know 
led^e the same as sensation, he reaches an impos 
sibility. 

Tli -ii 1 . l&gt;eyoinl a doubt. 

So. \\ e must sa\", therefore, that the two are 
different. 

T/n o-t . That is the inference. 
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C So. Why then, we must go back to the beginning, 
and ask once more what knowledge is. Yet what are 
we about to do, Theaetetus ( 

Theae. Concerning what 

So. Perhaps we are hurrying from the argument 
like an ignoble cock, who retires from the contest 
crowing, before he has won the victory. 

Tlu ac. How is that &gt; 

So. Although styling ourselves philosophers, we have 
behaved like Eristics, cunning in fence, who in order 
to win a point in argument are satish ed with mere 
D consistency in words. 

Tlteae. I do not yet perceive your meaning. 

So. I shall try to be clear. We asked a moment 
ago whether one, who had learned and remembered, 
could fail to know. We proved that he, who saw and 
shut his eyes, remembered, though not seeing, and 
were forced to conclude that he did not know, and yet 
at the same time remembered. But this was impos 
sible. Thus we vanquished at one stroke both the 
1^ Protagorean fable and yours also that knowledge and 

perception were the same. 
E Thc&lt;&gt;. That is plain. 

S&lt;&gt;. The victory would not have been so easy, if the 
parent of the first fable had been alive to raise a pro 
test : but now upon the poor orphan we are heaping 
abuse. As those whom Protagoras appointed its 
guardians, of whom Theodorus here is one, are un 
willing to come to the rescue, we must ourselves give 
it aid in the name of justice. 

Theo. Kallias, the son of Hipponicus, and not I, 

165 Socrates, was named the guardian of his orphans. 

But we soon abandoned the subtleties of dialectic, and 

devoted ourselves to geometry. You will, however, 

do us a favour, if you will come to its aid. 

So. Very well, Theodorus. Behold the nature of 
my assistance. Any one might be led to admit more 
glaring contradictions than these, unless lie paid 
attention to the terms which are ordinarily used in 



Ill 

affirmation ami denial. Shall I explain this possibility 

to v&lt; &gt;u or t Theaetetus . 

Tl ". To us l&gt;oth, hut K-t the younger reply. He 
utler less discomfiture hy a fall. B 

. 1 shall put a most alarming &lt;jiicsti&lt;n : Can he 
knows fail to know what In- knows ( 
nn. What shall we reply, Theaetetus . 
i&gt;. &lt; t &gt;uite impossible. 1 &gt;hould say. 

X". Not at all. if you make seeing to be knowing. 
Kor \ ou fall into a pit. as thev sav, so soon as 
your intrepid opponent claps his hand upon one of 
vour eves, and asks if YOU can see his cloak with that 
i-ve. What will YOU do with the fatal question . C 

Tln-Hf. Not with that rye. I shall say. hut with the 
other. 

N". Then YOU see and do not see the same tiling at 
the same t ime. 

Tlii tn. That is true in a way. 

S&lt;&gt;. I do not stipulate for the way. he will reply, 
nor did I ask in what way you know, hut only if you 
can hoth know and not know. Now you seem to see 
what you do not see. and you have admitted that 
seeing is knowing and not seeing is not knowing. 
From these premises you can draw your own con 
clusion. 

/ //"/&lt;. The ( (inclusion is the opposite of what 1 had D 
supposed. 

s o. Perhaps, my wondrous lad, voii would sutler 
more of such reverses, should any one proceed to 
ask you if knowledge can he sharp and dim. or 
strong and ferhle, r if we ran know near hy and not at 
a distance. And there are a thousand other questions 
which a li^ht-arnied inrrrrnarv, who takes pay for 
his speeches, will hurl at you from his place of 
ambush, if you maintain that knowledge is sensation. 
He will assail you with regard to hearing, smell and 
the other sensations, continuing his onslaught till you E 
are ama/.ed and confounded )&gt;y his coveted wisdom. 
You will IM- utterly entangled ly him, taken captive 
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and bound hand and foot, nor will you be let out 
of durance till you have agreed upon a sufficient 
ransom. In what way will Protagoras, do you think, 
come to the succour of his own theory . Shall we try 
to say ( 

Th&lt;;&lt;ic. By all means. 

&gt;Sa He will probably despise all the words which 
166 we have spoken in defence of him, and will join 
battle with us in this way : Listen to this amiable 
Socrates. He terrified a boy by the question whether 
any one can remember and at the same time fail to 
know, and then, because the frightened lad was not 
able to see before him and said No, he held up me as 
a theme for merriment. But you fail to see the fact, 
my easy-going friend. If in your criticism of some 
view of mine he, who is asked a question, gives such a 
reply as I would have given, and is in error, 1 am 

B refuted as well as he, but if a different reply, he alone 
is refuted. I" the first place, do you think that any 
one would admit the memory of a past impression to 
be of the same nature as the past impression (TTW^O?) ( 
Far from it. Or that he would hesitate to allow that 
a man could at the same time know and not know a 
thing:* Or, if he should be afraid to make such an 
admission, that he would ever grant that one who has 
become changed is the same man as he was . Or, if 
he wishes to avoid being ensnared by his words, would 
he confess that a man was one at all and not many 

C and infinite, as is implied in the nature of change ? 
My noble sir, he will continue, come to the point in an 
honourable way, and rebut, if you can, my doctrine 
.that the sensations of _men are essentially, unique 
( iSiai), and that, as a consequence, an appejirance 
becomes, or, if you prefer it, is for him alone to whom 
it appears. When you speak of pigs and dog-faced 
baboons, you not only soil my writings with swinish 
phrase, but influence your hearers to behave in the 

D same way. For I insist that the" truth is what I have 
written: each of us is the^ measure jof_.what_is (rcov 
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mT(r ) jlli J ui what ih liut~_ Yet persons differ from 
one another in a thousand ways liecause tilings an- 
and appear different to each. Kar am I from main 
taining tliat there is no such tiling as wisdom or a 
wise man: him, on tin- contrary. I account wise who 
converts what appears and is evil to any of us into 
what is and appears ^ood. And do not. I pray you, 
attack the letter of my argument, hut ;,n\e special E 
att -ntion to its spirit. Hear in mind, as was said 
hefoiv. that tin- food of tin- sick man appears to him 
hitter and is hitter, hut of the healthy man the reverse. 
Neither of these oii^ht to he or can he wiser than the 
other. The invalid is not ignorant, nor is the sound 167 
man wise, heeause of his opinion (oo^u^Vn ). The 
invalid * condition must simply he changed, since 
health is hetter than sickness. All education consist.^ &gt; / 
in effecting a change from a worse to a hetter state, 
and to this end the physician uses medicine and the 
sophist words. Nevertheless no one has ever caused 
anyone who thinks Uo(-M&lt;&gt;n ) falsely to think the 
truth in the end. Neither is it possihle to think of 
what is not ( TU uij i n-ru OUKITOI- no^titrut) \ nor can 
one think otherwise than he feels, and his feelings 
are alwavs true. Hut I admit that men \\ ho ha\e 
depraved minds think depraved thoughts They are 3 
influenced 1\" the &lt;^&lt;&gt;od to have other thoughts which 
are called lt\ the ignorant true. Hut I hold that 
states of consciousness (0urTao-^uiTu) are merely 
Ix-tter or woi&gt;e. not. as the inexperienced say, more or 
less true. And as for wise men, my dear Socrates, 
far he it from me to call them tadpoles; 1 call them, 
some physicians of t he Unlv, and some hushandmen of 
plant-. .lust as hushandmen, when any plant i 
(Inx)pin^, renu)\e its sickly sensations hy infusing into 
it sensations which are healthy, vigorous, and also C 
true, so wise and ^ool rhetoricians ur^e upon cities to 
tind justice in thelionourable and not intlieevil. Kor. 
whatever things seem to each citv to he jtjst and 
nohle an- really just and nol)le while the city so judges 

II 
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of them. But the office of the wise man is to cause the 
honourable to be substituted for the evil both in the 
opinion of the citizens and in reality. The sophist, who 
can give instruction after this method, is wise, and 
D deserves to receive large fees from his pupils. There 
fore, while some are wiser than others, no one has a 
false opinion, and you. whether you will or no, must 
perforce be a measure. In this way my argument 
maintains its ground. And you may try to refute it by 
adducing in your turn an argument covering the issue, 
or you may proceed, if you like, by the method of 
questioning, a method not to be eschewed by sensible 
people, but rather to be cultivated. Adopt this course 
E by all means, but deal fairly. There is a great absurd 
ity in saying that one has a high regard for virtue, and 
then behaving unfairly throughout thewhole argument. 
Unfairness arises when you Tail to distinguish between 
arguing to win a victory and arguing in the spirit of 
dialectic. In one case there is as much obstruction and 
trifling as possible : in the other the dialectician, mak 
ing an earnest effort to set his opponent right, will 
expose only his private errors and those into which he 
168 lias been misled by his former associates. If you take 
this course, those who in the dispute raise vexatious 
questions will blame themselves, not you. They will 
follow you and court your favour, but will despise 
Themselves and will seek to be completely changed in 
character by escaping out of their former selves into 
philosophy. But it you will take the opposite course, as 
is usually done, quite another fate will befall vou. and 
your pupils, instead of giving themselves to philosophy 
B as they get older, will hate the subject. Take my 
advice, then; seek the real meaning of the theory JtllilLalJ 
things are in motion and that appearance is existence 
for both individual O oVon/?) and city, reconsidering jt 
with a mind not hostile and disputatious, but calm and 
open. By this means you will find out whether know 
ledge and sensible perception are the same or not, but 
not by adopting a second time the current usage of 
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words ;inl iiaiiH-s, whioh tin 1 multitude (&lt;&gt;i TroXXo/) C 
&lt;-tntirt in all sorts &lt;&gt;t ways, whenever they fall into 
controversy with one another. This. Theoilorus, is 
the ail I ^ive to your friend after my poor ability. 
It is a meagre offering. It In- ha&lt;l been alive, he 
would have coin,- to his own succour in a more 
splendid way. 

I ll"-. \n\\ jest. Socrates; for you have assisted him 
valiant Iv. 

S. Kindly spoken, friend. Did you ohserve. let 

me ask. that Protagoras hlai 1 us in his speech a 

moment a^ o for entrusting the conversation to a lw&gt;v D 
and ai ^uin^ from the hesitation of tin- lad adversely 
against himself HI- said that we were playfully 
humorous, vou reineinlxT, and ur^ed the solemnity 
.f his theory, and admonished us to deal with it 
&gt;eri&lt; &gt;iis|y. 

Tli&gt;. How could I fail to reinemljer, Socrates 

S. \\ -ll. and si i ill we olr\ him 

Th"&gt;. Suivly. 

S". lint do you see that they are all hoys here 
Xrept you If we ar- to follow his injunctions, it 
is yon and I who must earnestly address ourselves E 
to the discussion of his theory. \\V shall in this 
w;iy rscajM- tin- accusation that we an- jesting with 
iiis vi-w in examining it \\ith lio\-s. 

Tlic". What do yon say \\"\\\ not Theai-tetus 
follow your lead in the iinjuirv letter than most 
men with lon^ heards 

S". True, hnt not lx tt*r than you. Theodorus. And 
do not imagine that I am always to shield your 
departed friend, while you do nothing, ( nine with 169 
us a little way at any rate, my ^ (MM | man. at least 
until we see whether vou are a measure of diagrams, 
or all an- equally coiiNersant with astronomy and the 
other suhjects, in which you have an established 
reputation 

77" ". It is ditlicult. Socrates, to escape licin^ 
in\ol\ed in an argument, if one is with you. I was 
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foolish to say just now that you would not be like the 
Lacedemonians, and would not mercilessly compel me 
to strip. Indeed, you more nearly resemble Skirrhon 
or Antaeus, who grapple with every traveller. The 
B Lacedemonians order you to strip or go away, but 
you fasten upon every one who comes near, and will 
not let him go until he has stripped and wrestled 
with you. 

80. You thoroughly understand my disease, Theo- 
dorus. But I am made of better material than even 
these by-gone terrors of mankind. Many a Hercules, 
many a Theseus, men of mighty speech, have set upon 
me and belaboured me well. Yet 1 have never with- 
C drawn from the arena, as I am singularly fascinated by 
the place. J)o not, then, grudge to try a fall with me 
for your own sake as well as mine 

Thf. O. I shall no longer resist your entreaty. Work 
your will with me. You are spinning my destiny, and 
I must needs endure to be refuted. But I shall leave 
myself in your hands only in the matter you have 
proposed. 

&gt;SV That will do. But we must be on the watch not 
D to fall again into a childish form (efoo?) of words and 
meet with a second reproof. 

Theo. I shall do my best. 

j *SV&gt;. We must go back and tackle the old question. 
Let us see whether we were right or not in 
scorning and despising the theory (Xo yov), that each 
person is self-sufficient (avrapK^} in point of wisdom, 
although Protagoras acknowledged the distinction be 
tween the better and the worse condition, and said 
that certain men excelled all others, and were wise. 
Is not this the case ? 

Theo. Yes. 

80. If indeed he had been here and made this 

E admission in person, instead of our yielding the point for 

him, we would have no need to review and confirm 

the argument. But now, perhaps, some one may 

object that we are not competent to grant anything in 
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his behalf. It will !&gt; more satisfactory, therefore, it 

all can In- brought to a^n-e on this point, sine*- the 
issue is far fr&lt; mi t rifling. 

77" ". You speak t ml v. 

S&lt;&gt;. Let us seek to extract tin- atlinission not in 
any round alnmt \va\ , but directly from the theory 

&lt; \oyos-) itself. 170 

7 A-o. Ho\ v 

No Thus. Does he not say that what serins (TO 

m-orj ) to rarll person is for him . 

Thru. Hr dors. 

S&lt;&gt;. I5ut surely. Protagoras, wr arr &lt;;ivin&lt;r voice 
to thr opinion (i t ti-,i) of man. or rather of all mm, 
when we say that rvrrylxxly considers himself wiser 
in s,nie i-esprrts than others, and in other respects not 
-o wive as they. In times of ^ivat danger, in distress 
of ^iekness. or on an expedition, or at sea, men turn 
for sal etv to their several rulers as to &lt;_M&gt;ds, simplv be- B 
cau^e of their superior knowledge The world is full 
of men mi the lookout for those who can wisely rule 
their own lives and the lives and actions of others, 
Inith men and animals There are manv, besides, who 
regard themselves as wise teachers and rulers. 1 )oes 
n &gt;t all this manifestly indicate that in the judgment 
of men themselves, wisdom and ignorance arr found 
amongst them 

T!" &lt;&gt;. Yes. very clearly. 

N" And do they not believe wisdom to be true dis 
cernment and ignorance false opinion 

77//o. No doubt. C 

No. What then. Protagoras, shall we do with the 
argument Shall we say that men have always true 
opinion, or sometimes true and Homctimes false In 
either cast- opinions will IM- not alwavs true but lM&gt;th 
true and false. Would vou. Theodorus. or would any 
follower of Protagoras contend that no one considers 
the opinions of anv other person to IM- ignorant and 

false 

Tin". I cannot In-licve it. Socrates. 
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D No. And yet the argument which says that man is 
the measure of all things lias brought us to this pass. 

Tli co. How is that . 

So. Let us "Taut to Protagoras that some decision 
of yours, which you make known to me, is a true 
opinion for you. Yet will it not be in point for the 
rest of us to ascertain whether it is really true or not? 
Or are we to suppose that you think truly always { 
Are there not indued thousands ready at a moment s 
warning to bandy opinions with you and contend that 
you judge and suppose falsely . 

E Tln o. Yes, Socrates, there is, as Homer says, a 
multitude which no man can number, and they cause 
me endless trouble. 

No. Are we to say, then, that your opinions are true 
for you and false for all the world besides . 

Tkeo. That seems to be the inevitable issue of the 
argument. 

So. Arid what of Protagoras himself . If he were 
to say that man was not a measure, and everybody 
were to agree with him, as they would, in that case 
his written truth would be true for no one. And 
171 when he says that man is a measure, and we fail to 
assent, the truth of the theory must be measured by 
the number of its adherents. 

Thco. It must, if existence is to stand or fall with 
the opinion of the individual. 

No. But that is not the most exquisite part of 
the joke. Since Protagoras holds that everybody s 
opinions are real, he must acknowledge that those, 
who ditfer from him. think truly. 

Tlieo. Certainly. 

B S&lt;&gt;. And if he grants the truth of the opinion of 
those who disagree with him, must he not acknow 
ledge that his own opinion is false ( 

T/ICII. He must. 

*SV Hut the others do not admit that they are 
wrong { 

Thru. No indeed. 



THE THE A E TE 77 5. 1 1 : 

N". An-! In- admits that this opinion of theirs is 
true, as we may gather from his writings. 

/ /". So it appears. 

&gt;&gt; &lt;/ Then I pota^opas will be the foremost of all to C 
ar^ue. oi- rather In-, by ^rantin^ that his opponent 
thinks trnlv. will himself admit, that no do^ or casual 
human bcin^ is a measure of what he does not know. 
Is this not so . 

Urn. Yes. 

No. If his view is contested by everybody, his truth 
will be true neither fop himself HOP anyone else. 

/ /" ". M V friend js meeting with a seYePe reverse, 
Socrates. 

N. liut manifestly no greater than his (hu .iny dear 
sir. As he is oMep. he is \ epy likely wisep than we 
ape. Ami if In- coull at this jnnctupe jok- his head D 
up out of tin- undep-wopld. he mi^ht accuse me of 
many foolish things and \ipbrail you fop falling in 
with them, and tln-n vanisli undep^i-ound a^ain 
in*t i iit&lt; r. Dili \\ e must even put up with ourselves, 
such as we ape. and say always what we think. So, 
could anvbodv e\ep own the saving that no one is 
wisep op mope i^nopant than another 

Thi-n. \ think not. 

N". And hepe the position, which we credited to 
Protagoras in our defence of him. may find support. E 
Fop it was then said that many sensations, such as hot. 
dry. sweet . and others of that nature, really are as they 
seem to each individual. It was surest ed too that, if 
the opinions of persons could e\ep be said to be of 
unequal value, this difference would arise not in regard 
to sensations but in such cases as sickness and health. 
Women and children and mepe animals cannot, as a 
rule, cure themselves, owin^ to their ignorance of what 
is peally salutary. Hepe. if anywhepe. a distinction 
may he drawn Ix-tween one man and another. 

Tin n. \ think so. 

X". And then in the sphere of polities the huliuur 172 
able and shameful, the just and unjust, that which is 
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and is not sacred, are determined in every case by the 
special regulations which each city makes for itself. 
In those matters no one is wiser than another, whether 
individual or city. But on the other hand it must be 
allowed that in the matter of expediency (p-u/z^e/ooi ra) 
one counsellor may excel another and one city may be 

B \visei 1 than another. No one will have the hardihood 
to say that the course which a city decides upon as the 
most expedient for itself will be unquestionably the 
most expedient. But where the just and unjust, the 
sacred and profane, are involved, the disciples of Pro 
tagoras will hasten to maintain that these things by 
their very nature (&lt;/x er&lt;9) can have no essence (ovcria) 
of their own, but are matters of opinion and agree 
ment (TO Koii lj odguv) and vary accordingly. And 
many, who do not altogether hold with Protagoras, 
promote this philosophy. But the argument is taking 
a new direction, which may be longer than the 

C original. 

Theo. Have we not time, Socrates ( 
tin. We seem to have. Often indeed, friend, at other 
times, as well as now, have 1 noticed how likely it is 
that those, who spend much time in the study of 
philosophy, will provoke laughter, when they appear 
at court, and make a speech. 
Tln o. In what way ( 

tio. Those, who from their youth have frequented 
law-courts and such places, have received the nurture 
of slaves, while those, who have been reared in studies 

D like philosophy, are free men. 
Tli co. Why do you say this . 

tio. Philosophers have, as you said, time to spare, 
and conduct their debates with easy leisure, opening up 
a second fresh discussion, or like ourselves just now a 
third, if the new subject pleases them better than the 
old, being indifferent to the number of their words if 
only they roach existence. But the flowing water of 
the clepsydra, hurrying the lawyer through his speech, 

E keeps him in a state of agitation, and prevents him 
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from enlar&lt;;in^ as lie mi^lit desire His opponent 
stands In-side him. holding him to tin- law. anl hv 
means &lt;it a written outline, which thev call the 
atlidavit. confines him ri^idlv to the point at issue. 
Hach is ar^nin^ with his t ellow-sla\ e before a master. 
who keeps the case in his hands The contest is 
alwavs a personal matter, the result hein^ of the 
lee j est concern to tlie t\\ o who are at strife, since 
maiiv a time it is a race for life. Accordingly the 173 
participants hecome keen and shrewd, skilled in the 
use of Mattering words and in the art of currying 
favour. I heir souls hecome dwarfed and grovel lin;, 
liein^ deprived ly life-Ion^; slavery of mental enlarge 
ment, uprightness and independence \Vhilcyet untried, 
they were cin f rot 1 1 e 1 hy dangers and fears, and they, 
una lle In-cause of their ill nurture to meet t hem openly 
and honestly, fell away to deception, and made false 
accusations against one another. Becoming in this 
way utterly stunted, shrivelled, and corrupt, with B 
minds diseased, they have passe. I from youth t 
manhood, and have turned out, as they think, clever 
and wi^e This. Theodorus. is a picture of the lawyer. 
Shall I now proceed to sketch \*\ way of contrast a 
iiieniher of our hand &lt; ^r shall we pass him \)\, and 
return to the argument, in order not to aluise oiii 
I i^htful liherty \&gt;\ too l-n^thv a digression 

/ /&lt;. (Ii\f the counter picture 1\- all means. 
Socrates. You have well said that nieinhers of our C 
profession are not the slaves of the argument, Imt that 
it must rathej- ohey us, and wait till we see tit to 
complete it \Ye an- not jioets. to le directed and con- 
demned h\" jud^e or spectator. 

,S ". \Ve shall des-rihe at N olir desire the leadel S of 

the chorus; for whv should we sjieak of the crowd 
who pursue philosophy frivolously Those who 
stand foremost in this suhject of study have never 
from th -ir childhoo&lt;l, I ween, known the way to the 
a;ora. or where a law-court is, or council chamber, or D 
an\" other meeting-place of the citi/.ens. The laws 
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and decrees, whether spoken or written, they neither 
hear nor see, nor are they present at the taking of the 
votes. The zeal of partizans for office, their gatherings 
and banquets and their making merry (KW/JLOS) with 
singing girls, do not disturb them even in their dreams. 
What has been well or badly transacted in the city, or 
what infamy may attach to anyone from his ancestors 
either by his father s or mother s side, of this 
he is as ignorant as he is of the number of drops of 

E water in the ocean. Nor is he aware that he knows 
none of these things, for he does not keep himself 
aloof from them for the sake of reputation. But in 
reality it is his body only which remains and abides in 
the city, while his mind, scorning fame and high 
descent as dross and vanity, ilies everywhere, as 
Pindar would say, measuring the things under and 
upon the earth and above the heavens, and inquiring 
174 into the nature of each separate thing taken as a 
whole ( TTurruv (j&gt;v(Tii&gt; TWV WTWV K(I&lt;TTOV oXov}, although 
not descending to anything that is close at hand. 
Thci&gt;. What do you mean by that, Socrates . 
No. It happened one day. Theodoras, to the astron 
omer Thales that while looking intently upwards he 
tumbled into a well, and a bright and lively Thracian 
maid got a jest from the accident, saying that in his 
eagerness to know what was in heaven he could not 
see what was around him and under his feet. Now the 
same joke can be made against all students of philo- 

B sophy. They are indeed quite innocent as to what their 
nearest neighbour is about, and almost whether or not 
he is a human being: but what man is, and what it 
behoves him, as distinguished from every other 
creature, to do or suffer, into all this they make diligent 
inquiry. Do you understand me now, Theodoras . 
Tlie&lt;&gt;. I do: and you speak truly. 
No. Therefore, my friend, when he chances to hold a 

C public, or private conversation with anyone, when he 
is compelled to (Miter a law-court, as we said at the 
beginning, or some such place, and engage in a dis- 



mission concerning tin- things before his eyes and 
under his feet, he is a fruitful subject for merriment 
not only to Thrarian maidens l&gt;ut to the whole com 
pany, tumbling into pitfalls aii l ^ettin&lt;j into all sorts 
&lt;&gt;f embarrassments because of his ignorance, and 
behaving so awkwardly that people look upon him as 
a kind o| booby. It In- is shamefully treated, In- does 
not retaliate, as he has no private ^rud^v, and he is 
regarded as ri. liculoiisly insipid because he knows n,, 
e\ il of any one. and is without any appetite tor gossip. 
When others an- praised ami eulo^i/ed. he is only D 
unfei^nedly amused, and is for this also counted as a 
manifest simpleton. When he hears a tyrant or kin- 
belauded, it is in his estimation much as if some 
herdsman, a s\vine -herd, shepherd, or row-herd, \vejv 
praised for his lar^v stock of serviceable beasts; with 
this difference, that lie thinks of a herd of cattle as 
less treacherous and ungovernable than the animal 
tended and milked bv the tvrant. And as for the 
ruler he must become even more rude and uncultured 
than a herdsman, for he is alwavs hard at work and E 
;_drt in 1&gt;\- his stone walls as hv tin- sides of a mountain 
cavern. When it comes to the ear of the student of 
philosophy that some one owns a thousand acres or 
more, this marvellous possession is for him an uncon 
siden-d tritle. since In- has been wont to \ i"W tin- 
whole earth. They who sin;; of pe.li^ree. how that 
some are noble because they count seven rich ancestors, 
an- to him of dull and narrow sj^ht. bein^ unable in 175 
their ignorance to ti\ their e\ es upon the whole of 
time, or to retlect that evervone has had mvriads 
of forefathers and ancestors, amount \\liom are 
numbered rich and |x&gt;or, kinj^s and slaves, l&gt;oth bar 
barians and (Jreek. When they boast that in their 
genealogical t I ee the ti\e and twentieth ancestor uas 
Ib-rciile-,. the son of Amphitryon, the\- forget in their 
pett\ arithmetic that Amphitryon s ti\e and twentieth B 
ancestor was nolxxly in particular, and that he in turn 
had a fiftieth: and our philosopher smiles at their 
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meagre reckonings, and fatuous absorption in their 
own vain and foolish selves. In all this, however, he 
is ridiculed by the multitude, in part because he lias a 
proud bearing, as they think, in part because he is 
ignorant of what is at his feet, and in matters of 
detail is always at fault. 

Titeo. What you say is quite true, Socrates. 

So. But his turn is sure to come, my friend. When 

C he lifts the other up, and bids him mount out of ques 
tions of private injury into the consideration of justice 
and injustice, as each is in itself and as they differ 
between themselves and from all other things, or 
when they turn from the question whether the rich 
king is happy to inquire into kingship and human 
happiness and misery generally, 1 mean of what 
nature they are and what manner of man ought to be 
happy and escape misery, when such questions as 

D these are to the fore, and that small shrewd legal body 
must give an answer, then it is that we have the other 
side of the story. For, suspended aloft at such an un 
usual height and looking into mid-air, he becomes dizzy 
and dismayed, his want of wit and incoherent babble 
furnishing forth a jest not to Thracian maidens or any 
of the uncultured, who fail to appreciate the situation, 
but to all of a liberal mind. That, Theodorus, is a 
sketch of the two men : on the one hand of the child 

E of freedom and leisure, I mean the philosopher, who 
has surely no taint of blame if he is foolish and at a 
loss, when it falls to him to perform some such servile 
duty as to pack a trunk, or flavour a sauce, or make a 
fawning speech : and on the other hand of the man 
who can do all these services quickly and with 
despatch, but cannot cast his cloak on his shoulder 
gracefully, and does not know any music of speech, 
176 with which to celebrate in song the true life of the 
gods and of happy men. 

Tlt&gt;. If, Socrates, you could convince everybody as 
firmly as you do me, there would be more peace 
and fewer evils amongst men. 
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S&lt;&gt;. Kvil camiMt !) destroyed. Th lorus. for there 

must always be something to oppose what is &lt;^ood. It 
can tind no plan- in tin- home of tin- nnls. but of 
necessity moves upon tin- earth ami in our mortal 
frames. We must therefore make haste to llee 
thither awav from here, ami if we do this w- shall be B 
like &lt; Jod (o/oio/ovnv ^r&gt; ) as far as we can. Ami to he 
like Him is to become just and holv ami wise. But, 
inv ^oo l friend, it is difficult to pci-suadt- thr many 
that tht-sr ar&lt;- tin- true reasons for shunning &lt;-vil ami 
seeking virtue, ami not . as tln-v think, in order to ha\ e 
the appt-ai ance of goodness. The notions of the many 
are as altsurd as a ^ramlam s fahle. Let us speak the 
truth: &lt; lod can m-\ er he unjust, hut is wholly just.C 
and nothing can ! more like Him than the perfectly 
just man. 15 y this means \\ - e distinguish genuine 
worth from worthlcssness und piU rility : for to know 
the nature of (lod i-&gt; wisdom and true virtue, ami not 
to know it is sheer ignorance and vice. All other 
wisdom or ahility. whether in politics or in the arts, is 
common-place and mean. It is far hetter to oppose 
the idea that the men, who are unjust, profane or un- D 
righteous in word or deed, are clever in thi-ir villany. 
They ^lory in their shame an&lt;l ima^im- that they 
hi-ar themseU es s]x&gt;kcn of not as ^ood- for- nothing 
m-umhrance.s hut as e\.-mplary citi/.eiis. They must 
he told that their worthlessm-ss is in proportion to 
thfir false opinion of their value. Tln-v are ignorant 
of what they most of all should know, that thecon- 
seiju&lt;-ncf of injust ict- is not lashes and death, which the 
wronj^-doer sometimes escapes, hut a punishment 
which is inevitable. E 

/ !&lt;&gt;. What is that 

N &gt;. Ideality (TO 01 ) contains two pat terns ( 7ra/&gt; 
oe/y.auTu), iny friend, one di\ ine and blrssed. the other 
un^odlike and loathsome; those who live unjustlv do 
not see in tin- extremity of their follv ami blindness 
that they are IM-COHUM^ like the earthly pattern and 177 
unlike the divine, and their reward is that their life is 
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in harmony witli the corresponding pattern. II we 
say to them that unless they abandon their unscrupu 
lous ways they, when they die, will not be admitted 
into the place that is pure of evil, and in this world 
will be given over to things which are in conformity 
with their unworthy behaviour, they in their abound 
ing cunning and craft will look on us as giving the 
counsel of fools. 

Th co. That they will. Socrates. 

B No. I know it, my friend. Yet one noteworthy 
thing befalls them. If they are willing to discuss in 
private their objection to philosophy, and wait man 
fully and unflinchingly to see the matter out, then, 
strange to say, my excellent friend, they lose their 
satisfaction in themselves, their brilliant rhetoric fades, 
and they become as a little child. But let us have 
done with these interruptions or asides, or they will 

C rush in and overwhelm the main subject. \Ve shall 
resume our task, if you do not object. 

T/ifo. To me, Socrates, the asides are the most 
pleasing, since they are more easily followed by one 
of my age. But, if you wish, let us return to tin; 
argument. 

,SV \Ye broke oil just about where the promoters of 
the doctrines that existence is in motion and that 
what seems to each man is for him the only reality 
were, as we said, proceeding to insist that the laws, 

D which any city makes, are for it just, so long as they 
remain in force. This they affirmed of justice in dis 
tinction from the good. Concerning the good no one, 
they continued, is so bold and venturesome as to insist 
that what the city enacts as beneficial (a)0eA//za) is 
really beneficial all the time that it remains a statute, 
unless he confines his argument to a question of mere 
words. But he who disputes about words brings the 
discussion into ridicule. J)o you not assent ? 
Tli co. Yes. 

E No. Let our concern be not for the name but for the 
thing signified by the name. 
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linn. Very -oud. 

N. l )\- whatever name it !&gt; known, the Ix iieticial or 
tin- ;j;oud is aimed at ly tin- city in making its laws, 
anl tin- laws aiv in fact Iwtietirial just in proport ion 
to tli - city s knowledge and power. &lt; )r is there any 
t IPT i )l&gt;ject in legislation . 

178 

S&lt;&gt;. hues a city always achieve its aim, or does it 
inak- many failures 

Tli&gt;. It seems to me that it sometimes fails. 

N". Your conclusion will be more generally accepted, 
if we examine into the nature of the lieiieticial as a 

whole. Now the expedient or 1 le neficial refers to 

future time, fur when we make laws we wish them to 
he beneficial linvaiKT. that is to say in future. 

Tli fi&gt;. (Vrtainly. B 

N". Let us now summon Protagoras or one of his 
interpreters and set our difficulties before him in this 
wav : Man. according to you, Protagoras, is the 
measure (! all things. \vlite, heavy, lij^ht and e\ery 
othej- such tiling, sinci- of these things he has the 
criterion U-^/T///J&lt;OI ) within himself, and in thinking as 
he feels he thinks what is f..r himself true and r--al. 
Is m t that his \ je\\- 

Tln n. It is. 

Ni. Then, Protairnras. we must ask if the individual 
has in himself the criterion of the future also. 1 ).. C 
things, that an- ^oin _f to he, haj&gt;pen according to his 
present expectations Let us take the case of future 
heat If some one thinks that he is ahuiit to have 

a fever and to feel the heat of the fever, hilt tile 

doctor thinks just the opposite, according to \\huse 
upiniuii \\-ill the I m mv cume to jass Or will lot h IM- 
ri^ht, and heat i-eallv hajipen for the pej-sun in &lt;|Ues- 
t iun hut not fur t he doctor 

Tin". That would IM- ridiculous. 

S&lt;&gt;. In the matter of newly made wine, whether its 
tlavoiir is in time t. he sweet or harsh. the Imshandman s D 
opinion &lt;o fi) would have authority over a musician s. 
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Theo. Why, of course. 

So. Of a future harmony or discord the estimate of 
the musician would be nearer the mark than that 
of the gymnast, as would be acknowledged by the 
gymnast when the music was played. 

Theo. No doubt. 

tio. When a feast is toward, and the table is to be 
furnished with delicacies, the judgment (Kpim) of the 
cook will rule in preference to the judgment of a mere 
E guest. For, observe, our point is whether each one is 
the best judge for himself concerning a pleasure not 
now present or past but future and about to be. 
Would not yon, Protagoras, predict what kind of 
speech would carry conviction to each of us at a court 
of justice more accurately than any private person . 

Theo. Indeed, Socrates, he professed to have no peer 
in that. 

*S o. Why so he did, good man. Would people have 

179 gone to his lectures and given him money, if he had 

really persuaded them that no one was a prophet 

to forcast any event, but that anyone was &lt;|uite able 

to read the future for himself . 

Tlieo. Evidently not. 

*S o. Does not legislation look to the greatest future 
advantage ( And shall we not all grant that a city in 
legislating must often come short of its aim . 

Tht o. No doubt. 

*S a Then shall we not reasonably say in opposition 
B to your teacher that he must allow one man to be 
wiser than another, and the wiser to be a measure / 
Ijut it is by no means compulsory upon me who am 
ignorant to be a measure, although the argument 
urged in his behoof would have forced me to wear 

the title. 

Thco. In that matter the argument of Protagoras 

seems to me to be quite at fault, Socrates, and also in 

considering as authoritative the opinions of those who 

openly refused to accept his statements. 

C A Vo. Many other faults can be found with the 
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doctrine that everyone s opinions are true. Hut 
his present feelings (7ru0o$), out of which arise 
sensations ami corresponding opinions, it is not so 
easy a matter to convict of error; perhaps I am 
wron^ in thinking it to In- even possible. These 
feel i Hi s may, indeed, chance to lie true, and the 
view that they an- knowledge may lie clear and 
incontestable. Hence Theaetetus in making know 
ledge identical with sensation may lie not so wide 
of the mark. Let us yield to the injunction of the D 
champion of Protagoras, and proceed to sound the 
metal of the doetrine that all existence is in move 
ment, and see if it rinj^s true or not. \Ye are entering 
UJMHI no trivial conflict, and have a host of opponents. 

Tln o. Yerv far from trilling for the theorv has 
spread throughout Ionia and is valiantly supported 
hy the school of Heraclitus. 

X&lt;&gt;. The more urgent need for inquiry, my dear 
The&lt;Mlorus, and for considering their question from 
the lie^innin^ r point Kv point, as they have laid it E 
down. 

Tli&gt;. It is very necessary. Socrates. For as to 
these views which may lie traced to I leraclitus. or. as 
you say. Homer or some one older st ill, it is as possible 
to converse with lunatics as with the Kphesians. who 
claim to lie familiar with them. They, in accordance 
with their scripture, are alwavs in motion: to dwell 
on any point in the argument, or quietlv to speak and 
answer in their turn, is utterlv lievond them. They 180 
are, I should rather say, forever on the &lt;fiii nri. If 
you ask one of them anything, he forthwith plucks 
from his quiver on.- of his subtle phrases and lets lly 
at you. and, it vu ask for the meaning of his saying, 
he will at once smite vou with another outlandish 
novelty. You will make no headway with any of 
them; nor, indeed, do they a^ree amongst themselves; 
they are on the watch against ;(ivin;^ to any fixed 
tiling a plan- either in their argument or in their B 
minds, because of their idea, as I suppose, that such 

l 
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a thing would be at rest. With the stationary they 
are at war, and would, it they could, do away with it 
altogether. 

$0. Perhaps, Theodoras, you have seen them only 
in fighting humour, and not been with them when they 
are disposed to peace, as they are no friends of yours. 
But when at ease, they probably speak of established 
principles to their pupils, whom they desire to make 
like themselves. 

Theo. What pupils, my tine sir I These people are 

C not pupils one of another ; they spring up spontane 
ously wherever they happen to catch an inspiration. 
Each of them believes that no one else knows any 
thing. As I was saying, they will never willingly or 
unwillingly render you a reason. We must just take 
the problem (Tr/ao/SA^om) away from them, and investi 
gate it for ourselves. 

So. That is reasonable. And, as for what you call 
the problem, is it not handed down from of old, hidden 

D away from the many in poetry, that the progenitors of 
all things are two streams, Oceanus and Tethys, and 
that nothing stands fast I And has not this secret 
been in recent times revealed by men wiser than their 
fathers, whose purpose it is that the very cobbler may 
hear their wisdom and be enlightened, ceasing from 
his idle fancies that some things were fixed and that 
others changed, and learning that all were in move 
ment ? And are these teachers not therefore held in 
worshipful esteem ( It had almost slipped my 
memory, Theodoras, that this theory is opposed by 

E others, who say : One thing only is unmoved, and it 
is named the All, a view put forward by Melissus, 
Parmenides, and their disciples, who further urge 
that all is one and stands fast within itself (009 ev 
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space in which to move. What, my friend, are we to 

do with these two hostile forces ( For, as we were 

going softly forward, we have fallen unawares between 

181 them, and, if we cannot defend ourselves and escape, 
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we must pay tin- penalty. We may liken ourselves 
to players in the palaestra, who fire on a line, and, 
bein&lt;^ sei/.ed l&gt;v parties at each side, are pulled in two 
ways at oner. We must, I think, consider first those 
whom we encountered at the outset, "the river-folk," 
and, if they speak to the point, we shall second their 
efforts to draw us away from their opponents. But if 
the words of " the steadfast gentry," who advocate the 
whol.-. s.-t-m to he nearer the truth, we will p&gt; over 
to thrill, and abandon those who would move the 
immovable. If neither side has anything authentic to B 
say, we will he in a ludicrous plight, fancying that we 
poor creatures could make a surest ion. while at the 
same time withholding our approval from men of 
^reat antiquity and wisdom. Think, Theodorus, before 
we proceed. Is it wise for us to run so jreat a risk ( 

/ //&lt;. Anything short of a full investigation of l&gt;oth 
views cuiild not be endured. 

N". \Ve must proceed with the examination, as you 
are s.. peremptory. And we must, it seems to me, ask 
in the first place what they really mean by motion 
(/C/U/T/S ), when they say that all is moved. Let me C 
explain. I &gt;o they say that there is only one kind 
&lt;f(()o s ) of motion or, as I think, two different kinds 
And I would like y&lt;&gt;u also to have an opinion. Share 
the responsibility with me, and let us be worsted, 
if need be, together. Tell me, when a tiling 
changes its place or turns around in the same place, 
would you not call this motion . 

Tin". I would. 

N". Let us suppose- this to be one kind (cToof) of 
motion. When, aj^ain, a white tiling, without chan^in^ 
its place, becomes black through a^e, or a hard tiling D 
soft, oi- any such alteration occurs, is the alteration 
(aXAo;Wiv)not fitly deseril&gt;ed as another sort of motion 

7 ln u. I think so. 

s &lt;. Without a doubt. I conclude that there are 
two kinds of motion, alteration and change of place 

( 7T&lt; llt tOnt I. 



132 THE THEAETETUS. 

Thco. You are right. 

So. With this distinction before us let us present to 
those, who say that all things are in movement, this 
question : Do you hold that everything moves in two 
E ways, changes its place and undergoes alteration, or 
that some things move in two ways, and others in one 
way only ? 

Thco. I do not know, I am sure: but they would 
answer, I conjecture, that it always moves in both 
ways. 

So. Surely, my friend, otherwise things would both 
move and stand still, and you could no more say that 
all things are in motion than that they are at rest. 

Tlwo. That is quite true. 

So. If things are in movement, every single thing 
v must move, and that, too, always and with every kind 
182 of motion. 

Tht o. It must. 

So. Here is a point to consider. Did they not, in 
our previous outline of their position, explain the 
origin (yei/eer/9) of heat and whiteness and every such 
thing in this way, that each of these in company with 
a sensation moved between the agent and the patient, 
and thereupon the patient became percipient but not 
perception, and the agent became definitely qualified 
but not quality i 1 The word quality (TTOWTJ/?) is to 
you, I dare say, uncouth, and you may not understand 
it when used in this general sense, so I shall give you 
B instances. 31 y meaning is that the active element 
becomes not heat or whiteness but hot or white. Call 
to mind what we have already said, that no single 
thing, either agent or patient, can exist solely by 
itself, (ai To Ku9 avro) but that each of them exists for 
the other, and that these two, the sensation and the 
object of sense, unite to produce on the one hand 
definitely qualified things and on the other hand 
percipients. 

Tlico. I remember this well. 

So. Let us pass over the other details, and keep 
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before us only the main question. Everything moves C 
and Hows, as you sav. Is not this the chid point 

Tlu-n. YeS.* 

&gt; ". I ) not all things move in two distinct wavs, bv 
change of plnee and bv alteration 

Tli ". Thev must, it tlit-v are to move throughout. 

S&lt;&gt;. We could tell definitely tin- nature of an object 
moving and flowing, it it onl\ changed in place with 
out being altered, could we not 

Tlifn. Kasily. 

N". Hut it the quality is not fixed, and the white D 
stream is itself always flowing on, never resting 
white, but changing and moving into a stream of 
another colour, can we rightly name the colour of 
anv object . 

rii&lt;&lt;&gt;. Hy no possible means, Socrates, and it is the 
same with any quality, if the object always flows and 
eludes us as we speak. 

S&lt;&gt;. And of sensation what shall we say, of sight 
or hearing, for example . Is there any stability in E 
sight or hearing . 

Tin ". None, if all things are in motion. 

So. Then we may not speak of seeing any more 
than of not seeing, or of perceiving, in general, any 
more than of not perceiving, if everything is changing 
utterly. 

Tin-,,. Not at all. 

,S &lt;&gt;. Yet sensible perception is knowledge, so Theae- 
tetus and I affirmed. 

/ //&lt;. This was said. 

N". Then oui answer to the question What is 
knowledge applied no more to knowledge than to 
what is not knowledge. 

So it would seem. 183 

N". This is a tine result of our attempt to justify 
our answer that knowledge is perception, and to 
establish its truth l&gt;v an earnest appeal to the 
principle of motion. For if all things move, any 
answer to any question is right. We may say of 
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anything It is so or It is not so, or rather we 
should say It becomes so ; if we are not to impede 
the flow of the argument. 

Tfieo. You say truly. 

So. Except indeed for my saying so and not so. 
So and not so are words which we must not use, as 
B there is no movement in them. Indeed the advocates 
of motion now have, according to their own hypothesis, 
no language, and must set to work to invent one. 
They might indeed adopt the phrase in no way, which 
would be convenient because of its indefiniteness. 

Tli co. Such a form of speech (SidXcKros) would be 
most in keeping with their views. 

So. Then, Theodoras, we have dismissed your friend, 
and we do not yet consent that every man is the 
C measure of all things, but only a man of wisdom 
((fipoi ijuos). Nor shall we concede that knowledge 
is sensation, not at any rate on the ground that all 
things are in motion, unless our friend Theaetetus 
has at hand some other evidence. 

Tlieo. You have well said, Socrates, and your argu 
ment is complete. And now that this matter of 
Protagoras is settled, I must ask you to abide by the 
agreement, and release me from answering. 

TJicdc.. Not, Theodoras, before Socrates and you 
have analyzed the doctrine of those who say that 
D everything is fixed, as you proposed. 

Tkeo. Do you, Theaetetus, you stripling, advise 
your elders to an unjust breach of the agreement ? 
Come, make yourself ready to reply to Socrates 
during the rest of the colloquy. 

Thi ue. If he desires it, although I would have 
greatly preferred his taking the course I suggest. 

Tlifo. You invite horsemen to the open plain when 
you challenge Socrates to an argument. Ask only, 
and you will hear. 

So. But I am afraid, Theodoras, that I cannot obey 
E the orders of Theaetetus. 

Tkeo. How is that ? 



THE THEAETETL S. W 

S o. I would be averse to thrusting my rough ques 
tions upon any who, like Melissus, hold that the all 
(TO ur) is one and steadfast: but it would fill me 
with peculiar shame to treat in this way Parmenides, 
their chieftain, who seems in my eyes to be, as Homer 
would say, " venerable ami dread." I met him when 
he was an old man and I was quite young, and he 
appeared to me to have a profound and noble mind. 184 
I fear that we may not follow his words, and may fail 
still more to catch their meaning. Hut I am especially 
afraid that our main question concerning the nature 
of knowledge would be lost sight of in the confusion 
caused by a host of revellers, who would rush upon 
us pell-mell, if they were not restrained. Besides we 
would set on foot a new and boundless topic, which it 
would be disgraceful to examine hurriedly, and yet 
a fair treatment would be so lengthy as wholly to 
obscure our present subject of debate. Neither course 
can be entertained. We must rather try to deliver 
Theaetetus of his view of knowledge. B 

Thi &lt;&gt;. Let us do so, if you think it best. 

N". Once again, Theaetetus, address yourself to our 
former inquiry. You answered that knowledge was 
sensible perception, did you not 

fl.n: Yes. 

S&lt;&gt;. If some one were to put this question to you, 
With what does a man see white and black colours 
and with what does he hear high and low tones ( you 
would say, I think, with his eyes and ears. 

Tilt-in-. I should. 

N". To handle names and terms iVe.-ly and \\ithout-G 
critical minuteness is often a mark of wide culture, 
and though the opposite is as a rule churlish, it is 
sometimes, as in the present instance, a necessity. For 
I must indicate a want of exactness in this very 
answer. Kellrct, is it more con-ret to say that it 
is with the ryrs (o00ciX/Lto&lt;V) that we see or through 
them (&lt;)/ of/jU&lt;i\a(7i ). and that it is with the ears or 
through them that we hear 



136 THE THEAETETUS. 

Theae. I think through is bettor, Socrates. 
D So. Surely, for it would be a singular thing, my 
lad, if each of us was, as it were, a wooden horse, 
and within us were seated many separate senses, 
since manifestly these senses unite into one nature 
(tSea), call it the soul or what you will: and it is with 
this central form through the organs of sense that we 
perceive sensible objects. 

Tlu ae. I agree with your view ; the contrary would 
indeed be singular. 

S0. I am precise with you, in order to find out if it 
is with one and the same part of ourselves that we 
have various impressions, although at the same time 
E through different faculties. Would you, if you were 
asked, refer all our impressions to the body { But 
perhaps you would answer better without my inter 
ference. Tell me, then, do you assign the faculties, 
through which you perceive hot and hard and light 
and sweet, to the body or to something else . 

Tiu-ac. To the body. 

So. And would you be willing to allow that what 
you perceive through one faculty (&yj/a/z&lt;?) you cannot 
185 perceive through another . You cannot, that is, hear 
through the eye or see through the ear . 

TJu dc. I grant that readily. 

*"&gt;(&gt;. If you make a judgment common to the two 
organs (opyai/a), you cannot perceive; it through either 
of them. 

Tkeae. Certainly not. 

/So. In the case of sound and colour you may surely 
decide that they both are. 

Tlu dc. Surely. 

&gt;So. Is not each different (trepoi&gt;) from the other and 
the same (raiVoV) with itself ? 
B Tkcdc. No doubt. 

&gt;So. They are two and each is one ( 

Tlu &lt;u j . I grant that also. 

&gt;So. You would be able to observe whether they are 
like or unlike each other . 



nn&gt;. Probably. 

No. Through what do you make these several 
judgments . For it is not possible either through 
hearing or si^lit to j^et anything common to the two 
(TO Koti w). I-&lt; 4 t us take an illustration. Suppose it 
to be a sensible question to ask whether you jud&lt;je 
colours ami sounds to be saline or not. you would he 
able to say what faculty you would use in order to 
decide, and this faculty would be not si^ht or hearing C 
but some other. 

Tin in-. Another of course, the faculty of taste. 

No. That is well said. And what faculty will reveal 
to you the common elements not only of sensible 
qualities, but of all things, those elements. J mean 
which you call beinjj (TO i nr-rn ) and not bein^ (TO oiV 
fVr/r) and the others, about which we were speaking 
a moment a^o . To what or^an will you attribute 
our perception of each of these . 

Tli if. You allude to bein;r ini rriti} and not bein^ 
(TO fit) &lt;n ut ). likeness (O/AOIOT//S) and unlikeness, tin- 
same (TO TurToY) and the other (TO "T&lt;-/&gt;OJ ), and unity D 
(t"i ) also, and other numbers applicable to things, and 
you evidently wish to know through what bodily 
instrument tin- soul perceives odd ( TT&lt;/&gt;/TTO J ) and even 
( "tftrun ) and all that is akin to them. 

No. You follow me surpassingly well, Theaetetus ; 
that is just what I want. 

Thfnt 1 . Verily, Socrates, 1 cannot tell what to say. if 
not that these things unlike sensible objects seem to 
need no special or^an, but that the soul contemplates 
the common elements (TU KIHK I) of all things through E 
itself (oY UI T;V). 

No. You are beautiful, Theaetetus. and not ill- 
favoured, as Theodorus said, for he who savs beautiful 
things, is beautiful and ;ood. Ami mt only are you 
beautiful but you have done well in delivering i llr 
from a lon^ harangue, if you are satisfied that some 
things the soul contemplates through itself and 
others thi oii^di the l&gt;odilv faculties. I o|- that was 
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my opinion too, and I was anxious for you to agree 
with me. 
186 Tkeae. I am convinced of the truth of that. 

So. On which side would you place being, which is 
in a unique way associated with all things ( 

Tlteae. I would place it amongst those things, which 
the soul strives to grasp of itself (xaff UUTI IV). 

So. And would you place there the like and unlike, 
the same and the other &gt;. 

Tlteae. Yes. 

So. And what of the noble and base, good and evil ? 

Tfieae. In this case quite specially the soul views 
the essence (ov&lt;ria) of each in relation to its opposite, 
B contrasting within itself the past and present with the 
future. 

So. Stay a moment. Does the soul not perceive the 
hardness of a hard object through the touch, and in 
the same way the softness of a soft object ? 

Th&if. Yes. 

So. But the essence and existence of these, and the 
opposition of each to the other, and the essence of this 
opposition, the soul itself judges, bringing them 

11 ^ O O &lt;~&gt; 

all together and passing them in review. 

Theo. Certainly. 

So. Men and animals from their very birth perceive 
C by nature those feelings (TraO^aara} which reach the 
soul through the body ; but reflections (ai/aAoy/er/uara) 
on the essence of these and on their use come to those 
who have them only after effort and with the lapse of 
years through education and a wide experience. 

Theae. That is very true. 

So. Is it possible to gain truth, if we have no hold of 
being ? 

Thwic. Impossible. 

So. If we fall short of the truth of anything, can we 
be said to know it ? 
D Tkeuc. By no means, Socrates. 

S&lt;&gt;. Then in feelings there is no knowledge but 
only in reasonings ((Tv\\oyi&lt;r/uLoi) upon them, for in 
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reasonings it is possible to touch being and truth, 
hut in feelings it is impossible. 

Tin Hi-. That is evident. 

No. J)o you call reasonings and feelings the same, 
when they ditl er so widely . 

T uKii. That would hardly be just. 

N". What name do you give to seeing, hearing, 
smelling, heing cold and being warm . 

Tlii&lt;t&lt; . Perceiving 1 would call them. I have no E 
other name. 

N&lt;&gt;. Perception then, you say, covers them all ( 

Tin-in-. It must. 

&&amp;gt;. And this has no share in truth, because it lays 
not hold on bring. 

Tkeac. Nonr. 

N". Then it has no share in knowledge. 

Tltt nt . No. 

N&lt;&gt;. Thru, Theaetetus, sensible perception and know 
ledge will never be the same. 

Tlifitt . Clearly not, Socrates ; indrril it is now &lt;[uite 
evident that knowledge and sensation are diti eivnt. 

No. Hut we rntrrrd on our conversation to find out 187 
not what knowledge is not, but what it is. Vet we 
have made some advance, because we no longer look 
for knowledge in perception but in that employment, 
whatever it is called, in which the soul purely of itself 

(r/T * &lt;" ni TW ) busies itself with existence (TUMI Til). 

Tlii tn 1 . That I would call opinion (ooufe&lt;&gt;), Socrates. 

No. ^ on think rightly, my friend. And now turn 
back to the beginning and, setting aside your pre 
judices, look if the discussion has not thrown a clearer B 
light upon our path, and once more say what know 
ledge is. 

Tln&lt;ii. I cannot say that it is opinion, Socrates, since 
opinion is true and false, but it mav perhaps be true 
opinion (/tXtytfijf oou). I&gt;et this be my reply: and if 
it like the last turns out incorrect, we shall make a 
third attempt. 

SV It is much better to speak in this determined 
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way, Theaetetus, than to reply hesitatingly, as you were 
doing before. For, if we persevere, one of two things 
C will happen. Either we will attain our object, or we 
will be less apt to fancy that we know what we do 
not know : and even this would be no slight reward. 
You say, then, that there are two kinds of opinion, the 
true and the false, and you define knowledge as true 
opinion, do you not ? 

Tkeue. I do ; that is what I now think. 

&gt;S o. Is it worth our while to reopen the question 
concerning opinion ( 

Theae. What was the question . 

So. One which has often perplexed me, and always 
leaves me in great doubt, whenever the experience 
D happens to myself or to another, for I cannot satis 
factorily say what this affection (vra^o?) is, and how it 
has arisen. 

T/ieae. To what do you refer ? 

So. To this false opinion, and I am not yet resolved 
whether we shall now pass it over, or examine it a 
second time in another way. 

Tltuw. By all means let there be a discussion, if it is 
to serve any good purpose. Theodorus and you well 
said a moment ago that in these matters there was no 
need for haste. 

E So. That is a seasonable reminder, and it may be an 
advantage to retrace our steps ; it is better to accom 
plish little well than much imperfectly. 

Theae. Xo doubt. 

So. Then let us to our task. Do we not say that 
there is false opinion, and that it is natural for some 
of our opinions to be false and others true ? 

Thru* . We do. 

188 So. Must we not in regard to each and every thing 
either know or not know ? I omit for the present the 
intermediate processes of learning and forgetting, as 
they have nothing to do with the subject in hand. 

T/tctie. Nothing remains for us in that case, Socrates, 
but either knowing or not knowing a thing. 
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No. Then must not he, who has an opinion, have an 
opinion of what he either knows or docs not know . 

Tli in . I It- must 

No. And if he knows, it is impossible for him not 
to know. or if In- dors not know to know B 

Tli in. nuite. 

No. Then he, wlio has false opinion, supposes that 
wliat he knows is not what it is. but something else 
which he knows, and knowing both, is ignorant of 
Mli . 

Tin, I,-. That is not possible, Socrates. 

No. Then does he regard what he does not know as 
some other thin^ which he does not know Does he 
who knows neither Theaetetus nor Socrates take 
Socrates for Theaetetus or Theaetetus for Socrates . 

Tin in . That cannot be. C 

No. He cannot imagine that what he knows is what 
he does not know, or what he does not know is what 
he knows. 

Tin in. That would be singularly absurd. 

No. How then can anyone have a false opinion. 1 
Kor we have mentioned all forms of opinion, either 
when we know a thin^ or when we do not know it. 
and false opinion cannot, it seems. In- found amongst 
them. 

Tin in. That is very true. 

N". Let us look at the question in another wav. bv 
passing from knowing and not knowing to hein&lt;^ and D 
not bein&lt;^. 

T/ifdf. In what way 

N". \\Y may surmise that he who in connection 
with some certain tiling thinks that which is not 
(T&gt;\ fiii O JT&gt;, will think falsely, however sure his 
mind may be of other things. 

Tli - H-. &lt; t &gt;tiite likely. S(K-rates. 

Nf*. liut what if some one puts this question tons. 
Is what you say possible . ( an any man think of 
not-beinjj (TO fit] or) eitljer by itself (UI TO xuO UUTO) 
or in connection with Ix^in? 1 (TT*) TC^I UVTWV TOV) 
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E we shall reply Yes, when he in thinking thinks of 
what is not true. Do you assent ? 

Theae. I do. 

*S o. Is this kind of thing to be found anywhere else ? 

Theae. What kind ? 

So. Can we see a thing, and at the same time see 
nothing ? 

Theae. By no means. 

So. He, who sees one thing, sees something which 
is (row OVTWV TL). Can you suppose that the one 
(TO eV) is amongst the things which are not . 

T/teae. I cannot. 

So. Then in seeing one thing he sees what is (6V TI). 

Theae. Plainly. 

189 So. He also, who hears anything, in hearing one 
thing hears what is. 

Tkeae. Yes. 

So. And he, who touches a thing, touches something 
which is, because it is one. 

Theae. Again yes. 

So. Does not lie who thinks think of one thing ( 

Theae. He must. 

So. And in thinking of one thing he thinks of that 
which is ? 

T/teae. Granted. 

So. Then lie, who thinks of what is not (/uLtj 6V), 
thinks of nothing. 

Theae. Evidently. 

So. But he, who thinks of nothing, does not think 
at all. 

TJteae. That surely is manifest. 

B So. One cannot think of not-being (TO /ut] 6V) either 
by itself or in connection with being. 

Theae. Clearly not. 

So. Then to think falsely is different from thinking 
of not-being (ra w oVra). 

Theae. Different doubtless. 

So. So we have found a second time that there is 
no such thing in us as false opinion. 
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Theue. That cannot be denied. 

No. Perhaps this so-called false opinion may he 
accounted for in another way. 

Tltetti . How . 

No. We may say that false opinion is a sort of con 
fusion of opinions (uXXooof/a), and arises when anyone 
makes a mistake hy substituting in thought one of C 
two real things for the other. In such a case, although 
he always thinks of existence, yet, as he exchanges 
one object for another, he judges amiss, and may con 
sequently be said to think falsely. 

Tin &lt; . This seems to mi- to be the correct explana 
tion. When om- confounds in thought the noble with 
the base or the base with the noble, he has truly a 
false opinion. 

&&amp;lt;&gt;. It is plain, Theaetetus, that your fear of me has 
gone, and scorn has taken its place. 

Tlifif. How is that ( 

No. It gives you no concern that I may lay violent 
hands on this truly false of yours, and ask you if a D 
tiling can be slowly swift or heavily light, or if the 
nature of anything can accord better with its opposite 
than with itself. Hut let this pass, as I wish you not 
to lose your boldness. Kal.se opinion means, as you 
say, a confusion of two things in thought. Is this 
satisfactory to voti 

Un,,. Yes. 

No. Do you mean that the mind can put one of two 
tilings in the place of the other . 

T/u dP. That is my meaning. 

No. In such a case must it not have in thought E 
(ompofu) either Ixjth things or one of them 

Tlti-ii 1 . It must. 

No. Then the two may be present to the mind at the 
same time or by turns. 

Thetie. Very good. 

No. Does your view of thought agree with mine I 

Tlit&gt;. What is your view 

No. Thinking (\oyov) is the soul s having a dialogue 
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with itself over its own mental possessions. I am far 
from being sure of this. Yet the soul in thinking 
looks to nio as if it were simply conversing (omAe- 

0yeo"tff) with itself, asking itself questions and 
answering, saying Yes and No. And when it 
comes to a conclusion, either slowly or by quick 
intuition, and has decided and solved its doubts, it 
has, we say, formed an opinion. So, according to me, 
having an opinion is speaking (\t-yen&gt;), and the opinion 
is the word (Xoyo? ) spoken, not aloud however or to 
another but to oneself and in silence. And you, what 
do you say *. 

T/teae. Your view is mine. 

So. Accordingly when we think that one thing is 
another, we are really, 1 take it, saying that one thing 
is another to ourselves. 

B Thea&lt; . Just so. 

So. Try to recall whether you ever said to yourself 
that the noble is undoubtedly base, or the unjust just, 
or, what gives point to them all, reflect whether 
you ever attempted to persuade yourself that one 
thing is surely another. On the contrary you have, 1 
am confident, never ventured to say to yourself even 
in sleep that odd is even, or any other thing of that 
kind. 

Thcac. What you say is true. 

C &gt;S o. And do you suppose that any other man, sane or 
demented, ever really succeeded in persuading himself 
that an ox must be a horse or that two must be one ? 
The (IP. I cannot think so. 

So. If talking to oneself is thinking, then no one, 
who talks and thinks of two things and has his mind 
in touch with both, could say and think that one 
(erepov) is the other (erepov). You must not cavil at 
my using the word other (trcpoi ) for each of them. 
I mean simply that no one, so placed, thinks of the 

D base as noble, or anything as something else. 

Th cue. I do not cavil at the phrase, Socrates, and 
incline to your view. 
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No. Then, if In- thinks of lx)th, he cannot mistake 
one for the ot her. 

Uftif. Agreed. 

No. Uut if In- tliinks of one only and not of the 
other, he can never think that the one is the other. 

Tin itf I robably not, for that would he to make him 
apprehend what is not in his mind. 

No. Thru if we think of cither lx&gt;th of two things or 
but one, we cannot possibly he confused about them. 
He who lays it down that the mental confusion of two E 
things is the essence of false opinion is talking idly. 
So this account of the existence in us of false opinion 
is no better than the previous one. 

TltfUi . So it Would Seem. 

No. Vet I doubt, Theaetetus, whether this conclusion 
will prove to be satisfactory, as it may force us into 
making many strange admissions. 

Tit t-t i^. What for instance 

No. I shall not say before I have made diligent 
investigation on all sides: it would be disgraceful, if 
we should be pressed by only one failure into making 
the admissions to which I refer. If we find a way to 191 
avoid these painful consequences, we may then speak 
of others as in danger of them, but we ourselves will 
IM- beyond the reach of ridicule; but, if we are com 
pletely at fault, we must humblv vield ourselves 
prisoners to the argument to be trodden on hv it. if it 
so desire, as sea-sick people are trodden on by the 
sailors. Hear my plan for escaping the trouble which 
Ix sets us. 

Tht iif. I am anxious to hear it. 

No. \\ e were, 1 shall say, wnm^ in admitting it to 
l&gt;e impossible for anyone to be bet raved into thinking 
that what he does not know is what he knows : for B 
such an error is in a manner quite possible. 

Tln-iif. I had a suspicion of this at the time. You 
mean that I, who know Socrates, and see at a distance 
.some one whom 1 did not know, may mistake him for 
Socrates. Is not that a ca.se in point f . 

K 



146 THE THEAETETUS. 

So. But we abandoned that position, did we not, 
becau.se it implied that we, who know, could fail to 
know what we know { 

Tlteae. We did, it is true. 

So. Here is another way which we may try, al 
though I can make no sanguine prediction as to the 
C result of our effort. But we are so hardly bested, that 
we can pass no argument without turning it on all 
sides and testing its value. See, then, if there is any 
thing in what I say. Can one ever learn (imaOeiv) 
what he did not formerly know ? 

Tkcac. He surely can. 

So. And may this not happen time and again ? 

T/teae. Certainly. 

So. Be pleased to imagine for the sake of the 
argument that there is in the soul of each of us a 
lump of wax, varying with the person ; let it be larger 
in some souls and smaller in others, sometimes pure, 
sometimes impure, hard in some cases and in others 
D quite soft, and in some let it be of a medium 
consistency. 

Tkeac. 1 understand. 

So. We shall say that this block is the gift of 
Mnemosyne, the mother of the Muses : whenever we 
see or hear or think of anything, which we wish to 
remember, let us stamp the perception or thought 
upon the wax, as if we were making an impression 
with the seal of a ring. Whatever is imprinted we 
shall remember and know, so long as the image of it 
E remains; and whatever is obliterated, or cannot be 
stamped, we shall be said not to know and to 
forget, 

Tkeae. Be it so. 

y So. Think whether he, who has knowledge, and is 
considering something which lie sees or hears, may not 
have a false opinion in this way ? 

Thecie. How ? 

So. When he supposes that what he knows is some 
times what he knows and sometimes what he does not 
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know. We were not well advised before in saying 
that this was impossible. 

Tlit ti -. What new light have you obtained . 

S&lt;&gt;. We must begin by carefully marking out the 192 
boundaries of our subject. In the first place if a 
person knows two things, and has the stamp of them 
in his soul, but perceives neither, he cannot mistake 
one for the other. Nor again can there be contusion 
it h- knows one, but neither knows nor has any 
imprint of the other. He cannot think what he does 
not know to be either what he does not know or what 
he knows. Besides, what he perceives he cannot 
confound with something else which he perceives, or 
with something which he does not perceive ; nor what 
he docs not perceive with something which he B 
perceives. ( )nce more, it is even more impossible, if I 
mav sav so, for him to intermingle two things if he 
knows and perceives both, and has in memorv exact 
copies of the sensations. He cannot imagine that 
something which he either knows or perceives, is 
identical with something which he knows and perceives 
and reproduces exactly in memory: nor that what 
lie neither knows nor perceives is another thing C 
which he neither knows nor -perceives : nor what he 
either does not know or does not perceive is something, 
which lie neither knows nor perceives. All these 
cases manifestly preclude the possibility of false 
opinion. There are left, however, one or two cases in 
which, if anywhere, is to be found this experience. 

Tin-lit . Tell me what they are, that 1 may perchance 
learn something from them, for just now I cannot 
follow you. 

S&lt;&gt;. He may think that something, which he knows, 
is either another thing, which he knows ami perceives, 
or else something, which he perceives but does not 
know. Or again he may think that something, which D 
he knows and perceives, is another thing, which he 
knows and perceives. 

Tltt &lt;n . Now I am more in the dark than ever. 
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So. Listen while I repeat. I know both Theodoras 
and Theaetetus, and bear in mind what manner of 
persons they are; and sometimes I see them, and 
sometimes I do not see them, at one time touch them 
and at another time not touch them, and in the same 
way I sometimes hear them, or have some other per 
ception of them, and sometimes I do not perceive 
them. But I none the less remember and have know 
ledge of you. 
E Theae. Certainly. 

So. Well, I wish you first of all to understand that 
we may or may not perceive what we know. 

Theae. True. 

So. And one may often not perceive, and often 
merely perceive, what he does not know. 

Theae. That is true too. 

So. See if you understand me now any better. 
193 Socrates is acquainted with Theodoras and Theaetetus, 
but sees neither, nor has he any other perception of 
them. In such a case he could not think that Theae 
tetus was Theodoras. Is that not evident ? 

Theae. Yes quite evident. 

So. This is the first of the cases I mentioned. 

Theae. Yes. 

So. The second is that I, being acquainted with 
only one of you and perceiving neither, could never 
mistake the one I know for the one whom I do not 
know. 

Theae. Manifestly. 

So. And the third case is that I, knowing neither 
B and perceiving neither, could not imagine that one, 
whom I do not know, is another whom I do not 
know. And so for all the cases in which I cannot 
have a false opinion about Theodoras and you, through 
my knowing both, it may be, or neither or only one. 
Take tor granted that you have passed them all in 
review, and do the same, if you see your way, with 
the instances which involve perceiving. 

Theae. I see my way. 
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So. As to tin- remaining instances, false opinion 
occurs wln-n I know Theodoras and you, and have 
the seals of l&gt;oth printed on the block of wax, but C 
see you only vaguely and at a distance. In order 
to recognize, you both I am eager to apply the right 
mental stamp to the right visual impression, so that 
the impression may exactly Hll its niche : but I may 
fail in the attempt, fitting, so to speak, the sandal to 
the wrong foot, by placing the sense impression of 
one of you in contact with the mental impression of 
the, other. I en* pretty much as one may do who, 
looking into a mirror, fails to see that his right hand 
corresponds to the left hand of his image. Now when D 
I make such a confusion and transposition, I have a 
false opinion. 

Tlu in 1 . That is very probable, Socrates. You have 
given a vivid description of this experience (TO T//9 

OOt r /V TTtlOo? ). 

So. ( )nre more, when I know both and perceive 
only one. but my knowledge is not concordant with 
the perception you did not understand me when I 
spoke, of this a moment ago. 

Tht-at . I did not. 

So. I meant that if I knew and perceived both of E 
you, and if my knowledge coincided with the per 
ception. I could not possibly suppose* one to be the 
other. Was that not said . 

Tltfde. Yes. 

S&lt;&gt;. Hit there is left the case just now hinted at, 
when, so we say, false opinion may occur. I may 
know and see Ixjth, or perceive you by some other 
sense, and yet fail to assign the seals to the right 194 
perception, like u poor bowman, who shoots wide 
of his mark. In this I am said to be in error. 

Tin-in . And naturally. 

S. And whenever a sensation is present to one of 
the seals hut not to the other, if the mind adapts the 
stamp of the absent sensation to the sensation Ixjfore 
it, it judges falsely. In one word, if our doctrine is 
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sound, there can be no deception or false opinion 
regarding things which we neither know nor have 

B perceived ; but amongst the things, which we both 
know and perceive, opinion twists and coils and 
becomes true or false, true when the sense impres 
sion goes straight and direct to its corresponding 
type, false when it deflects and goes awry. 
Tkeae. That, Socrates, is splendidly said. 

C So. But you have not heard it all. Listen a 
moment longer, and then decide. For it is splendid 
to think truly, but to be deceived is base. 
Tkeae. True indeed. 

So. Let us trace true and false opinion to their 
source in the block of wax. When the wax in the 
soul is deep and plentiful and smooth and of the right 
consistency, the impressions pass through the portals 
of the senses, and engrave themselves upon the heart 
(/ct u/)) of the soul, as Homer says, in humorous allusion 
to the resemblance of the soul to wax (KIJPO?), and the 

D result is that the stamped figures are pure and of the 
right depth and lasting. Those, who have a soul of 
this kind, are apt to learn, have retentive memories 
and true opinions: and their impressions, being clear 
and distinct and speedily disposed without jostle or 
confusion each in its proper place, are called real 
(OVTU), and those who have them are called wise. Do 
you not like the names ? 
Th c.ite. Exceedingly. 

E So. On the other hand, the hearts of some are hairy, 
as sings the all-wise poet, or foul with mire, and the 
wax becomes impure or very moist or very hard. 
Those, whose hearts are moist and soft, learn easily, 
but are prone to forget, while those, whose hearts are 
hard, are deficient in the opposite way. The hearts 
that are hairy, rough, stony and mixed with filth are, 
equally with the hard hearts, wanting in depth, and 
have as a consequence indistinct impressions ; and 
likewise in the soft hearts the impressions by reason 
of their running together become obscure and ill- 
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defined. Hut the indistinctness is greater than ever, 195 
it to all this is added that the soul is small and the 
impressions huddled together and confused. In people 
of this sort false opinion is liable to arise; for, what 
ever things they see, hear or think of, they cannot 
quickly allot to their rightful place, but as a rule 
laboriously proceed to jumble and pervert. They 
are called ignorant, and are said to think of real 
things falsely. 

Tlit tn . N&gt; man ever said a truer word, Socrates. B 

So. Shall we conclude then that false opinion is 
found in us 

Tin;,. . We shall. 

No. And true opinion . 

Tln iic. It also. 

So. Have we sufficiently proved that there are 
undoubtedly these two kinds of opinion 

Thru* . Infallibly. 

S&lt;&gt;. Ah, Theaetetus, what an awful plague is a man 
who loves to talk ! 

Tlu itf. Why. what is the difficulty now . 

S&lt;&gt;. I am sick at heart with my own dulness and C 
shameless loquacity. In what other way can you 
describe the habit of one who pulls an argument 
now this way and now that, too stupid to come to 
any conclusion and yet too obstinate to desist . 

Tht iii . What is it that discourages you 

So. I am not heart-broken only but at my wits 
end. What am I to sav, if I am confronted with 
this question : Are you sure, Socrates, that you have, 
found false opinion neither in the contact of one 
perception with another, nor of one thought with 
another, but in the union of thought and percep- D 
tion . And I shall say Why yes, in the tone of 
one who is proud of having made a wonderful 
discovery. 

Tlwae. You have certainly no reason to be ashamed 
of your proof. 

So. Do vou then, he will continue, sav that it is 
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impossible to suppose a man, whom we think of but 
do not see, to be a horse, which we do not see or touch 
or perceive in any way, but merely think of ( That, 
I shall reply, is my meaning. 

Tkeae. So it is. 

E So. Well then, he will ask, can anyone imagine that 
eleven is twelve, when both are merely thought of ? 
Tell me what would be your answer to that. 

Theae. I should be disposed to say that we might 
mistake one for the other, if they were seen or 
touched, but that there could be no mistake, if they 
were in thought only. 

So. Is it really your opinion that no one ever set 
196 before his mind five and seven not men or objects of 
any kind, but the simple (cum/) five and seven which, 
so we said, are not perceived, but only printed on the 
block of wax, and could not therefore give rise to 
error did no man, I say, ever consider these numbers, 
in order to find out their sum, and conclude that it is 
eleven, while another man thought that it was twelve? 
Or would everybody think and say that it is twelve ? 

Theae. By no means ; there are many who would 
B say that the sum is eleven ; and, if you take larger 
numbers, you are more likely to be mistaken, for we 
are, I presume, speaking of any kind of number. 

So. Quite right. Reflect if in this case twelve must 
not be mistaken for eleven in the lump of wax. 

Theae. It seems probable. 

So. Are we not back to the beginning of the dispute? 
He who makes this mistake thinks that something 
which he knows is another tiling which he knows. 
C By declaring this to be impossible we get rid of false 
opinion by a tour de force because its existence would 
to our mind compel us to admit that we could both 
know and not know the same things at the same time. 

Theae. Very true. 

So. If we were to define false opinion as the mixing 
of thought and sensation, we could not explain how 
anyone could ever be at fault in pure thinking 
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(fi&gt; arrows Toi$ oiui&gt;o)i/Jia&lt;rii&gt;). But now, either there 
can be no such tiling as false opinion, or it is possible 
not to know what we know. Which &lt;lo you prefer ( 

Thcae. I cannot see my way to choose either, 
Socrates. 

No. Yet one or other must be set aside according to D 
our argument. What if we dismiss all sense of 
shame, and make a desperate effort . 

Tin-in-. What arc we to do 

No. We must try to explain the word to know. 

T/n in . Why should that be shameless . 

S&lt;&gt;. You do not, it would seem, understand that 
from the bc&lt;^i nnin^ we were supposed not to know 
what knowledge j s , and that the whole argument has 
been simply a search for a ri^ht interpretation of it. 

Tlu iH-. 1 am conscious of that. 

No. Is it not disgraceful that we, who do not know 
what knowledge is, should offer to explain the nature 
of knowing . Indeed for that matter, Theaetetus, we E 
have been tainted for a lon&lt;^ time with an impure 
method of discussion. Thousands of times we have 
uttered the words knowing and not knowing hav 
ing science and not having science, as if we could 
understand these words so lon^ as we were ignorant 
of what knowledge is. Observe that even now we 
made use of the terms to be ignorant and to under 
stand, as though we should be entitled to employ 
them, even if we were destitute of knowledge. 

Tin-in-. Hut how will \ ou carrv on a discourse at all, 
if you deprive yourself of these phrases 

No. I cannot, while I am mvself, but it would he 197 
another matter if I were a notorious disputant. If 
such a man had been present, he would have warned 
us away from these expressions, and have severely 
chidden me in particular for my manner of arguing. 
But since we have only our poor selves, I shall, if you 
desire it, hazard an account of the nature of knowledge. 
I think that it may l&gt;c worth our while. 

Tln in 1 . Try it by all means. And we will deal 
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gently with you, if you fail to keep clear of the 
doubtful words. 

So. You have surely heard the usual definition of 
to know ? 

T/teae. Perhaps; but I do not call it to mind just 
now. 

B So. To know is commonly said to be the same as to 
have knowledge. 

Tlieae. True. 

So. But let us make a trifling change, and say that 
it means to possess knowledge. 

Thcue. What is the difference between the two 
expressions ? 

So. Perhaps none ; yet listen, and help me to 
examine this notion of mine. 

Tftefie. Gladly, as far as I can. 

So. Having is to my mind different from pos 
sessing. If a man bought and kept a cloak, but did 
not wear it, he might fairly be said not to have but 
to possess it. 

Theae. Right. 

C So. See if it is not in the same way possible to 
possess knowledge without having it, as though a 
man should capture wild birds, pigeons and others, 
and keep them shut up at home in a pigeon-house, 
which he has built. He may be said in a certain 
sense always to have them, in that he possesses them, 
may he not/ 

T/teae. Yes. 

So. Yet in another sense he has none of them, 

although all are subject to his control in the enclosure 

D close to his hand, and he may at will take and hold 

any bird, which lie chooses to catch, and then let it 

go again, doing this as often as he likes. 

Theae. That is so. 

So. Then, just as we set up in the soul of each man 
an imaginary lump of wax, so now once more let us 
construct in every soul an aviary for all kinds of 
birds, some kinds keeping apart in larger and others 
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in smaller Hocks, and others again flying about at 
random each by itself. 

Tltcnr. Suppose that to be done: and what next * E 

No. We shall fancy that in childhood this receptacle 
is empty, and that the birds stand for kinds of 
knowledge. Whenever anyone acquires any know 
ledge, and confines it in the cage, he may be said to 
have learned or found out the subject matter of some 
science: and this is to know. 

Tln iif. Very good. 

N". Hut when he wishes to recapture and for a 198 
time take in hand some particular knowledge, and 
again to let it go, reflect if there should not be given 
to such mental acts names different from those used 
to denote his first possession of the knowledge. You 
will understand me better by means of an example. 
Arithmetic you speak of as an art (re \r&gt;;),o!o yon not 

Tl \ * 

1 k( (H . i es. 

No. Let it be conceived of as the hunt after the 
sciences (fTrKTTi ifJ.at) of odd and even in general. 

Tltt dc. I understand. 

N". The arithmetician by means of his art has 
ready at hand the sciences of number, and he can B 

impart them to others. 
*/ / \ 

Ikeae. i es 

No. We say that he who imparts teaches, and that 
he who receives learns and that he who has the 
science in his possession in the dove-cote knows. 

Tin-in-. (,)uite so. 

So. (Jive your attention to what follows. Must not 
the perfect mathematician know all numbers, since in 
his own soul he has the sciences of all 

Tin-in 1 . He must. 

No. ( onld he not sum up either pure (uiVa) C 
numbers or objects ( 

Tkene. Undoubtedly. 

No. And this calculation is really a considering how 
much the sum is to 1x3 * 

Tin-in . .lust that. 
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^ So. Then seemingly he considers as if lie did not 
know what he knows, for we admitted that he knew 
all numbers. You have doubtless heard of these 
riddles. 

Tlieae. I have. 

So. We shall then say, returning to our illustration, 
D that the hunt for knowledge resembles the pursuit 
and possession of the pigeons in two ways, in that 
there is, first, the chase in order to obtain possession 
and, secondly, the taking and holding in hand what 
is already possessed. In this way what any one had 
formerly learned and known he may revise and 
resume, now taking hold again by his mind of what 
he long ago had possessed merely, and having it in 
hand. 

Tkeae. True. 

E So. This was why I asked what terms should be 
used to describe the calculations of the arithmetician 
or the reading of the grammarian. Shall we say that, 
although he knows, he comes to learn again for him 
self (Trap eavTof } what he knows. 

Thane. That is foolish, Socrates. 

So. Or shall we say that they read and reckon 
up what they do not know, although we have granted 
that they know all letters and all numbers I 
199 Thear. That, too, is absurd. 

So. We shall say that we are indifferent as to 
names, and do not care how the words knowing and 
learning may be abused: but, since we have concluded 
that possessing knowledge and having knowledge 
arc different, we shall say that no one can fail to 
possess what he possesses, nor can it ever chance that 
he does not know what he knows : he may, never 
theless, get a false opinion, for, having a knowledge 
B of something, but not of the special thing in ques 
tion, of which he is in chase as it flies about, he 
may by mistake catch some other thing instead of 
what lie wants. If he supposed that cloven was 
twelve, he would have caught the knowledge of 
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eleven instead of tin- knowledge of twelve, capturing, 
as it were, the ring-dove instead of the pigeon. Is 
this limn- to your liking . 

Tl !. Yes, that is reasonable. 

No. But when lie gets what he seeks, he makes no 
mistake, and thinks of what is (T&lt;\ oi-ru). In this 
wav loth false and true opinion exist, and the 
ditliculties, which before discouraged us, have been C 
removed. I hope that you agree. Do you not . 

n*&lt;i&lt;: Yes. 

N&lt;&gt;. And we have avoided the danger of not know 
ing what we know, for there is no possibility of 
our not possessing what we possess, whether we think 
truly or falsely. But a more formidable difficulty 
seems to be looming up. 

Thnn: What is that 

No. How can a transfer between two kinds of D 
knowledge ever be false opinion . 

Tln tii . Kxplain. 

No. Firstly, how can one who has knowledge of 
anything be ignorant of that very thing, not because 
of his ignorance but because of his own knowledge . 
Then, secondly, in his thinking of this as that and 
of that as this is there not implied the vast absurdity 
that, though his mind has knowledge, yet it knows 
nothing, and is ignorant of all . According to that 
argument ignorance may as easily be the cause of 
knowledge, and blindness of sight, as knowledge can 
be the cause of ignorance. 

Thi m: Perhaps it was not wise of us, Socrates, to E, 
say that the birds represent only kinds of knowledge; 
along with the sciences we ought to have kinds of 
ignorance Hitting about in thr soul, and tin- hunter 
may at one time get hold of a knowledge and at 
another time ignorance, having a false opinion, if 
he captures ignorance, and a true opinion, if he 
captures a knowledge. 

No. It is hard to keep from praising you, Theac- 
tetus ; yet l&gt;e so good as to reconsider 3-0111* words. 
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Suppose it to be as you say : he who catches a kind 
200 of ignorance has a false opinion. Was not that what 
you said ? 

Theae. Yes. 

So. But he will not think that he has a false 
opinion ? 

Theae. Oh no. 

So. He will suppose that he has a true opinion, 
and will be firmly convinced that he has knowledge 
of that, about which he is in error. 

Theae. No doubt. 

So. Then he will fancy that he has snared some 
knowledge and not ignorance. 

Theae. Manifestly. 

So. So we have gone a long roundabout, and come 
back to our original difficulty. The famous disputant 
B will say to us with a touch of humour : Ha, my 
good friends, if a man knows both the knowledge 
and the ignorance, will he think that the one which 
he knows is the other which he knows. Or if he 
knows neither, will he think that the one which 
he does not know is the other which he does not 
know . Or if he knows one and not the other, will 
he judge that the one he knows is the one he does 
not know, or the one he does not know the one he 
knows . Or will you say to me that besides know 
ledge and ignorance there are sciences of knowledge 
and ignorance, imprisoned in some other ridiculous 
C pigeon-house or imaginary block of wax, and that 
he, who possesses these, knows, so long as he possesses 
them, even though he may not have them to hand 
in his mind ( So you will be compelled to travel 
in a circle, coming back a thousand times on your 
own steps, and making no advance. What shall we 
answer to these things, Theaetetus ? 

Theae. Indeed, Socrates, I have not a word to say. 

So. Have not we, think you, received a just rebuke, 
and has not the argument shown that we were not 
right in looking for false opinion, until we have 
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finished with the question of knowledge \ We must D 
hiive a linn- grasp of knowledge, before it is even 
possible to know the nature of false opinion. 

T/tear. 1 must perforce agree with you. 

So. ( )nce more, then, let us go back to the beginning, 
and ask what is knowledge * We shall surely not 
despair yet. 

Thru . No, not so long as your strength hold out. 

So. Try to propose an answer which will not set us 
too much at odds with our own selves. 

Thi tU . I have nothing but my former definition to 
suggest, Socrates. E 

So. What was that &gt; 

Thcai . That it is true opinion, which is surely 
infallible, and all, which follows from it, is noble and 
good. 

So. The leader, who was asked if the river was 
deep, said We shall soon see. And if we, Theaetetus, 
proceed with our search, we may trip over the very 
thing we are looking for, but we shall find nothing by 201 
standing stilLv 

T/u tu 1 . You are right; let us press forward with 
our inquiry. 

So. We need but one glance; a whole profession 
insists that we are wrong. 

Tlu tir. What is the matter, and whom do you 
mean . 

So. I refer to those who are mightiest in wisdom, 
and are known as lawyers and rhetoricians. For they 
persuade us by their art, not by teaching us but by 
causing us to Iwlieve whatever they like. Or do you 
think that there an; any teachers so clever as to lx&gt; 
able, while a few drops of water are flowing, to impart B 
the full and exact information of a robln-ry or assault 
to those who were not eye-witnesses of the crime I 

Tln .af. They eould not teach them, but might, I 
think, persuade them. 

So. And do you say that persuading them is causing 
them to have an opinion I 
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Theat 1 . Doubtless. 

So. When judges are rightly persuaded of that 

which it is possible really to know only by seeing it, 

C forming on hearsay a true opinion, they have decided 

without knowledge ; yet they have been wisely per 

suaded, if they have well judged. 

Theae. Assuredly. 

So. If, my friend, true opinion in courts of law was 
the same as knowledge, the wisest judge would not 
have been able without knowledge to decide rightly. 
It would seem, therefore, that the two are different. 

The.au. There just now occurs to me a saying, which 
I once heard but had forgotten. Some one said that 
knowledge was true opinion along with definition 
D (Ao yo?), and that opinion without definition was 
distinct from knowledge. Things which have no 
definition are unintelligible, that was his peculiar 
word, and things which have definition are intelligible 



So. A timely remark. How did lie distinguish 
between tilings intelligible and things unintelligible ? 
I wish to see if you and I have heard of this from the 
same source. 

Theae. I am not certain that I understand. But I 
could, I think, recognize the process if I heard it from 
another. 

So. Take a dream in exchange for a dream. I seem 
E to have heard that the primal elements, out of which 
all persons and things are composed, have no 
definition. Each element by itself (&lt;WTO Ka& UUTO) is 
only a name, and cannot be said either to exist or not 
202 to exist. To affirm existence (ova-la) of it or non- 
existence would by adding something to it destroy its 
singleness. Neither it nor that nor each nor 
only nor this nor any such term must be asserted of 
it ; these terms are moveable and applicable every 
where, and are quite different from the things, to 
which they are joined, while, on the contrary, no 
statement about the elements or suitable definition of 
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them, even if suc li a tiling were possible, could he 
applied to any other tiling. Thus the.se elements 
cannot he defined : named they can IM? hut that is all. B 
On the other hand that which is compounded from 
tin-in, and the resulting combination of names, are 
defined, since tlie combination of two names is the 
essence of definition. Thus we have the undefinable 
and unknown letters or rudiments, which are objects 
of perception, and the compounds or syllables, which 
are known and expressed, and are conceived by true 
opinion. Whenever anyone has a true opinion with 
out definition, his mind may be said to be concerned C 
with it trulv, but not to have knowledge. He who 
cannot give and take the definition of a tiling, is in 
ignorance of it : but, if he can add the definition, he is 
in the opposite state of mind, having perfect know 
ledge. Such was the substance of my vision. Was 
yours the same 
Theae. Exactly. 

SV Then vou are satisfied to hold that true opinion 
with definition is knowledge 
Theue. Fully satisfied. 

SV Have we to-day, as it were incidentally, oh- D 
tnined what many wise men of long ago have spent 
their lives in seeking and have not found . 

Them: It seems to me that our present position is a 
good one. 

S o. Perhaps it is; for how can there he knowledge 
apart from definition and right opinion . Vet then- 
is OIK- of our statements, which I am not quite ready 
to accept. 

Theae. Which is that ! 

&gt;SV One that might be looked upon as the most 
subtle jH)int of all, that the elements are unknown 
and the compounds (TO TW &lt;rv\\u{3(t)v ytVo?) known. E 
flume. Is not that true * 

S&lt;&gt;. We shall soon know; for we have as hostages 
the author s own illustrations. 
Theae. What are they { 
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So. The letters and syllables of words. Do you not 
think that these were what he had in view ? 

Theae. I do. 

203 So. Let us make trial of them or rather of ourselves, 
to see if we learned letters as he did. And first of all 
have syllables a definition and letters none ? 

Theae. I suppose so. 

So. And so do I. If you were to be asked how 
So, the first syllable of Socrates, was spelled, what 
would you answer ? 

Theae. S and O. 

So. That, you would say, is the definition of the 
syllable ? 

Theae. I would. 
B So. Now give in the same way the definition of S. 

Tlieae. But how can I tell the elements of an 
element ? I might say, Socrates, that S is a consonant, 
a mere sound like that made by the tongue in hissing; 
B and most of the letters are neither articulate sounds 
nor even noises ; and of all the letters it is quite right 
to say that they have no definition. The seven 
vowels are the most distinct of the letters, having 
sound but not definition. 

So. So far, then, my friend, we have been right in 
our account of knowledge. 

Theae. I think so. 

C So. Have we been right in insisting that the letters 
are unknown and the syllables known ? 

Theae. That is my belief. 

So. Whether are we to say that the syllable is two 
or more letters, as the case may be, or one single idea 
(iSea) resulting from the union of the letters ? 

Theae. I think it is all the letters. 

So. Look at the two letters S and O, which form 
the first syllable of my name. Must not he who 
knows the syllable know both letters ? 
D Theae. Certainly. 

So. He knows S and O ( 

Theae. Yes. 
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No. Can he be ignorant of either and yet be ac 
quainted with both ? 

Then?. That is extremely absurd, Socrates. 

No. Still, if lie cannot know Ixjth without knowing 
each, he must, if he wishes to know the syllable, 
verily become acquainted first of all with the letters. 
So our gram I theory has vanished utterly. 

Tli f if. That is surely sudden. E 

No. Yes, we were not keeping a close watch upon 
it. Perhaps we should look upon the syllable as not 
the letters but a form (ffoo?), which, though it sprang 
out of them, was different from them, and had one 
single idea (/ot w /u/ur MI/TO UJ TOJ~ ex 01 )- 

T/ieae. Very well ; that is perhaps nearer the truth. 

No. He careful, and let us not in a cowardly way 
abandon a great and majestic argument. 

Tln ttf. Hy no means. 

No. Let it be, as we now say, that the compound is 
a single idea (/oYu) resulting from each several com- 204 
bination of harmonious elements, whether they be 
letters or any other things whatever. 

Thi iir. Agreed. 

No. This idea can have no parts. 

Thru*: Why . 

No. Because as to that which has parts the whole 
(TO o/\oi ) must be all the parts. Or would you prefer 
to say that the whole, which has arisen from the 
parts, is a single form (eloos) differing from all the 
parts (T&lt;\ Tru rru fJ-eprj) 

Tlniif. I would. 

S o. And would you say that the all (TO TT/U ) and 
the whole were the same or different ( B 

Tkt tie. I am not clear about that, but, since you 
wish me to l&gt;e prompt in answering, will reply at a 
venture that they are different. 

No. Your promptitude, Theaetetus, is admirable, 
but we must look at your answer to see if it is 
&lt;-&lt;jually admirable. 

T/iKK . That we must. 
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So. According to you the all differs from the whole? 

Tlteae. Yes. 

So. Is there also a difference between all (ra 7rdi&gt;ra) 

and the all (TO TTUV) When we say one, two, three, 

C four, tive, six, or twice three, or three times two, or 

four and two, or three and two and one, do we in all 

these cases mean the same thing or not I 

Tlteae. The same. 

So. That is to say six ? 

Tlteae. Just that. 

So. Under every variety of phrase : do we not refer 
to all six (Trui ra ra t f) * 

Theo.e. Yes. 

So. When we speak of all (ra -rravra} do we not 
speak of all (TTUV) of some one thing t 

Tlieae. We must. 

So. And that is the six ? 

Theae. Nothing else. 

D So. Thus in every case of number if we ascribe 
anything to all ( T a airavra) we ascribe it to the all 
(TO Tray) at the same time. 

Tlteae. Evidently. 

So. Accordingly we shall say that the number of 
the acre is the same as the acre, shall we not ? 

Theae. Yes. 

So. And similarly of the stadium { 

Theae. Yes. 

So. And the number of the army is the same as 
the army . In all these cases the total (vra?) number 
is the complete reality (TO ov TTUV) ? 

Theae. Yes. 

&gt;SV Must not the number in every instance be the 
E parts ! 

Tlteae. It must. 

So. Whatever has parts is composed of parts ? 

Theae. Plainly. 

So. As the total number is the all (TO TTUV), it 
follows that all the parts are the all. 

Tlieae. That must be granted. 
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So. Thru the whole cannot consist of parts; if it 
were all the parts, it would IK- the all. 

Tlu ae. That seems to he the case. 

So. Hut is a part a part of anything except the 
whole ( 

Tlu &lt;u&gt;. Yes, of the all. 

No. You are staunch in your resistance, Theaetetus. 205 
Hut is not the all that from which nothing is missing 

Tliecte. No doubt. 

So. And the whole is surely that which is deprived 
of nothing. And that which has been deprived of 
something is neither the all nor the whole. If you 
take away any part from the all, you at the same 
time take away the same part from the whole. 

Then i- . I now see that there is no diti erence between 
the all and the whole. 

S&lt;&gt;. Did we not say that, if anything has parts, tin- 
whole and the all will be all the parts . 

ThetUi. We did. 

So. Returning to our task of a few moments a^o 
we shall say that, if the syllable is not the letters, it 
cannot have the letters as its parts, or that, if the B 
syllable and letters are the same, the letters must be 
known (Mjually with the syllable. 

Thaw. That is ri^lit. 

S&lt;&gt;. Was it not to avoid making both knowable that 
we supposed them to be different 

Tin;,. . Yes. 

So. Yet. if letters are not the parts of the syllable, 
do you know what parts it has 

Thu . I do not. If 1 granted that it had parts, it 
would lie ludicrous of me to abandon letters and hunt 
for other parts. 

So. It would indeed. So, Theaetetus, according to C 
this argument the syllable would be one indivisible 
form d rtYu). 

Then?.. So it would seem. 

So. Call to mind our former conclusions, and how 
we approved of tin-in: we said, did we not, that the 
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primal elements of things had no definition because 
each element by itself (ai ro KU& UUTO) was uncom- 
pounded * Existence could not be predicated of it : 
this and that and all such terms were foreign to 
it and inappropriate: and for this cause, we said, 
each element was indefinable and unknown. Do you 
remember ? 

Tkeae. I remember. 

D So. Is not this the cause of its being pure and 
undivided (^oyoacJeV TI Kal u/uLcpiarTov) also t I know 
of no other. 

Tkeae. There is no other. 

So. But is not the syllable in the same predicament 
(e?t&gt;o9) as the letters, if it is one form (iSea) and with 
out parts ? 

Theue. It surely is. 

So. Accordingly, if a syllable is a whole, all of 

whose letters are its parts, the letters must be as 

intelligible and definable as the syllable, on the 

ground that the whole is the same as all its parts. 

E Tlieoe. Very true. 

So. But if the syllable is an indivisible unit, it can 
no more be expressed or understood than a letter. 
The same rule applies to both. 

Tkeae. I must agree. 

So. We shall, therefore, not sustain the view of 
him who says that the syllable is known and defined, 
while the letter is not. 

Theae. Not if the argument is trustworthy. 
206 So. Would you not rather subscribe to the very 
opposite opinion, when you recall your own experience 
in learning to read ? 

T/ienc. What was that ? 

S&lt;&gt;. How that you were always occupied with the 
task of distinguishing by eye and ear one letter from 
another, in order that you might not be perplexed by 
the arrangement of them whether spoken or written ? 

Theae. Very true. 

So. And is not he skilled in music, who is able to 
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assign any particular note to its own string ? Every- B 
one would grant that notes are the letters of music. 

Tltfttf. Certainly. 

No. Arguing in regard to elements and compounds 
in general, and using as prwf the conclusions we have 
drawn from letters and syllables, the matter with 
which we were most at home, we may say that 
elements as a class (ytYo?) are much more clearly 
known than compounds, and are at the same time 
more necessary to a thorough understanding of a 
subject. Any one, who says that it is the nature 
of compounds t&lt; be known and of elements not to 
be known, will be put down as joking or talking 
nonsense. 

T/ieae. Exactly. 

No. Other proofs in continuation of this might be C 
given, but we must not in seeking for them forget 
the subject in hand, the saying, namely, that perfect 
knowledge is definition conjoined with right opinion. 

Tln it* . \\V must indeed see to that. 

No. What is meant bv definition . Three meanings 
it seems to me to have. 

Tin-in 1 . What are they &gt; 

No. The first is the revealing of one s thoughts by D 
the voice through verbs and names, casting one s 
opinion upon the stream of speech flowing through 
the lips, as you would throw a shadow upon water or 
a mirror. Would you call that definition . 

Tin-Hi . I would: we sav that he, who does this, 
speaks oi defines. 

No. And sooner or later everv one, not dumb and 
blind from his birth, can do this: In- can show what 
he thinks about anything. All. who think rightly 
alx&gt;ut a thing, will have a definition also, and nowhere B 
will there he right opinion outside of knowledge, 

Tln-iii . Tru . 

No. Let us not lightlv accuse him. who has set 
forth this view of knowledge, of speaking to no 
purpose; perhaps he meant only that he, who was 



168 THE THEAETETUS. 

asked wliat anything was, might reply by naming its 
207 elements. 

Tlceae. Give an instance, Socrates. 

So. The hundred parts of a wagon, of which Hesiod 
speaks. Neither you nor I could name all of them, 
I am sure, but would be satisfied, if we were asked 
about a wagon, to answer that it is made up of 
wheels, axle, box, rails and yoke. 

Tfteae. Yes indeed. 

$o. Yet we would probably be laughed at, Theae- 
tetus, much as we might be, if, when asked for a 
grammatical account (Xoyo?) of your name, we should 
B give merely the syllables, under the impression that 
a grammarian could do no more. We may have none 
the less a right opinion of the name. But, as we 
have already said, it is not possible to have knowledge 
until along with true opinion of anything we can give 
a detailed account of its component parts. 

Tlteae. Yes, that has been said. 

So. If he who has a right opinion of a wagon is 
C able in addition to tell its essential nature (oiW) by 
describing its hundred parts, he attains to a definition 
also. He knows the art and science of a wagon, since 
he has reached the whole by means of an examination 
of its elements. 

Tl/eae. Is that your view, Socrates ? 

So. Do you not approve, my friend ( Do you agree 
that a definition involves the analysis (8iegoSo&lt;?) of 
each thing into its letters, and that a description 
merely by syllables or any larger parts falls short of 
D definition ? Tell me your opinion that we may inves 
tigate it. 

Thcae. I quite agree with that. 

So. Do you count that he has knowledge who 
thinks of a quality as belonging at one time to one 
thing and at another time to another, or that to the 
same thing now one quality and again another is 
assigned ( 

Tkeae. Very far from it. 
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So. Do you not remember that at first Ixjth you 
and others made this mistake when vou were learning 
to read ( 

Thfii.e. Do you mean that 1 did not always spell a 
syllable in the same way, and that I often put letters E 
where they ought not to be . 

So. That is my meaning. 

Thtae. I have not forgotten indeed, nor do I think 
that they, who make these mistakes, have knowledge. 

S&lt;&gt;. If a beginner in spelling the name Theaetetus 
thinks that lie should put down TH and E, and in 
trying to spell Theodorus should put down T and K. 208 
would we say that he knew the tirst syllable of both 
your names . 

Tlu &lt;n&gt;. We have just said that such an one did not 
yet know. 

So. And there is nothing to hinder his going on in 
the same way with the second, third and fourth 
syllables ( 

Tltfoc. Nothing. 

So. Vet he will write in their correct order the 
letters of the name Theaetetus at least, and will 
therefore have right opinion. 

Tlteae. Manifestly. 

So. Though he has right opinion he will, as we B 
said, fall short of knowledge, will he not . 

Tlteac. Yes. 

So. Yet h&lt;- has definition along with right opinion, 
since he has written the letters in their proper 
.sequence, and to do this is the essence of definition. 

Thi iir. True. 

So. Then, my friend, it is possible for me to have 
definition in addition to right opinion, and yet come 
short of knowledge. 

Theae. That is the inference. 

So. Then we have IMM-II cherishing a dream in 
imagining that we had attained the truest definition 
of knowledge. And yet let us not condemn ourselves 
too soon. Perhaps some one may not choose to accept 
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C our meaning of definition, but may prefer the last 
(TO \OLTTOV efdos) of the three meanings which we 
gave just now. 

Theae. Tliis is a timely reminder, for one meaning 
yet remains. The first was the representation (cocnrep 
elSwXov) of tliought in speech, and the second was the 
one we have just examined, the apprehension of the 
whole through its elements. What was the third ? 

So. One very generally adopted, the describing the 
tiling in question by some features, which distinguish 
it from everything else. 

Theae. Can you give me an illustration of this kind 
of definition ? 

D So. I use this method when I describe the sun as 
the brightest of all the bodies which revolve about the 
earth. 

Theae. That is plain. 

So. See, now, why I refer to this. You may, as 
we have just said, take the distinctive features (rrjv 
8iu&lt;popdv) of any particular thing and then, as they 
say, you have a definition of it, whereas, so long as 
you touch upon what is common (KOLVOV nvos) to a 
number of tilings, you have a definition merely of this 
common part (;/ KOIVOTIJ?). 

E Theae. 1 understand, and think you are right in this 
third meaning of definition. 

So. Whoever in addition to right opinion of any 
reality lias in mind that which distinguishes it from 
other things, will be said to know that of which he 
formerly had only an opinion. 

Theae. That is what we say. 

So. Now that I have got a nearer view of the 
picture, Theaetetus, I can see nothing in it. So 
long as it was at a distance, it had an appearance 
of truth. 

Theae. How is that . 

209 So. I will tell you as well as I can. I have, let us say, 
a right opinion of you. If I have also a definition 
of you, I know you, but if not, I have opinion only. 
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Theac. 1 see. 

AS O. And the interpretation of your distinguishing 
feature (SicKpopuTtjs) is definition. 

Tkeue. Yes. 

S o. When therefore I have opinion only, I have not 
grasped in thought any of the characteristics, which 
distinguish you from others. 

Theae. It seems not. 

AS O. I have a comprehension of only those qualities 
(TU Kotvd), which belong to anyone as much as to 
yourself. 

Them: That is all. B 

So. Now answer me this. How can 1 in such a 
case have an opinion of vou rather than of anyone 
else . For suppose me to understand that Theaetetus 
is a man with a nose, eyes, mouth and his full compli 
ment of members. Can such a knowledge avail me to 
distinguish Theaetetus from Theodorus or from any 
uttermost savage . 

Thou-. How can it . 

No. Kven if I know that vou have not nose and 
eyes simplv but a snub-nose and prominent eyes, I do C 
not &lt;*ven vet think of vou rather than of myself or 
others like me. 

T/iccte. \ ou do not. 

No. I do not really think of Theaetetus, until I have 
stored awav in mv nieinor\ the difference between 
your snub-nose and all the others I have ever seen, 
and have a distinct recollection of all your other 
traits, so that, were I to meet you to-morrow, I should 
remember you, and have a right opinion of you. 

Then*. \ ery true. 

S o. Right opinion must cover the diti erences which D 
In-long to each thing. 

T/it in: Manifestly. 

S o. What then is the use of our adding to right 
opinion definition . If this means that we must bear 
in mind wherein a thing differs from other things, it 
richlv deserves to be ridiculed. 
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Tkeae. How is that ? 

So. It enjoins upon us to add a right opinion which 
includes differences to a right opinion which includes 
differences. Compared with such a circular method 
the revolutions of the pestle, or the Spartan staff, or 
E any whirligig are a mere trifle. The argument may 
fittingly be called a blind guide, for to bid us acquire 
what we already have, in order to learn what we 
know, is the injunction of one who is in utter dark 
ness. 

Theae. Yes: and what were you going to say, when 
you asked me what was the use of adding definition 
to right opinion ? 

So. If we had been told to add definition not to an 
opinion of difference but to a knowledge of difference, 
if we wished to obtain knowledge, to what a pretty 
210 pass would this finest of all arguments have come ! 

Tkeae. It would indeed. 

So. Surely ; for when asked what knowledge was, 
it really answered that it was right opinion joined 
with a knowledge of difference, for it admitted that 
the definition to be added was the same as knowledge 
of difference. 

Tlteae. It looks like it. 

So. How silly then for us who were seeking for 
knowledge to be informed that it is right opinion 
with knowledge either of difference or of anything 
else. Thus neither sensible perception, nor true 
B opinion, nor definition coupled with true opinion, can 
be knowledge. 

Tkeae. It seems not. 

S&lt;&gt;. Are you still in travail, my dear boy, or have 
you brought to the light all your thoughts about 
knowledge ? 

T/K tw. Indeed it is through you that I have had 
anything to say at all. 

So. Has not my art declared that nothing is worth 
cherishing of all that we have said ? 

Tkeae. It certainly has. 
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*S o. If tit any time hereafter you try to accomplish 
anything, Theaetetus, you will, it .successful, have C 
better thoughts because of this examination, while, if 
you fail, you will he more gentle and lenient with 
your associates, and wise enough to he aware of your 
ignorance. My art has power to affect that hut no 
more. Xor do I know anything of what was known 
by the mighty men of old, or is known by the geniuses 
of the present day. My mother and 1 have received 
our office from (Jod. Only she tends women, while 1 
tend upon men, whosoever are young, noble and fair. D 
Hut now I must away to the porch of the King 
Archon to find my accuser Meletus. Early to-morrow 
morning, Theodoras, let us meet again at this place. 
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